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The Middle Thames Valley has experienced major developments in recent years, which in line 
with legislation have undergone archaeological investigation prior to building. The evidence 
gained from developer funded excavations to the south of Reading and in the Maidenhead to 
Windsor area have demonstrated that settlement, especially during the Bronze Age, was much 
greater than previously thought. However with recent changes in the Planning Policy, combined 
with cutbacks across all sectors of Local Government, funding for future developments will rely 
more heavily on Desktop Based Assessment for archaeology, with an emphasis on the entries 
available in the Historic Environments Records (HER) for planning decisions. 
This highlights the risk to under-studied landscapes such as this area of South Oxfordshire, 
which because of its location, may in the future be under considerable pressure for 
development resulting in the loss of a landscape with a high level of archaeological potential. 
New research demonstrates that the extent of prehistoric activity, where the study has been 
carried out, is much greater than current records indicate. The results of the fieldwalking 
surveys and the subsequent analysis of the lithics collected, alongside museum archives, show 
that there is a significant quantity of worked flint dating from the Mesolithic through to the 
Bronze Age present in surface scatters of the fields closest to the river, this appears to diminish 
as the distance from the river gets greater. Cropmarks on the first river terrace above the 
floodplain within the study area, indicate a possible causewayed enclosure at Eye and Dunsden 
4 
and lithics, which relate to the earlier Neolithic period, formed part of the assemblage from 
fieldwalking here. A geophysical survey revealed archaeological features present in the sub-soil 
corresponding to the cropmark. 
The results of this research, carried out to the west of Henley-on-Thames, demonstrates the 
wealth of archaeology present as lithics in the sub-soil, which, when analysed, can contribute 
to our understanding of prehistoric activity in the landscape, north of the River Thames, during 
the Mesolithic through to the Later Bronze Age periods. 
5 
LIST OF CONTENTS 
Page Number
Declaration and Copyright Statement  1 
Acknowledgements  2 
Abstract   3 
List of Contents 5
List of Tables  8
List of Figures 10
Chapter 1: Introduction 25
 The ‘Primary Aims’ for the PhD research 25
Chapter 2: The study area 29
 Geology and topography of the study area 31
 The Holocene riverine environment  36
 Geology and topography of the transect 39
 Investigating the landscape of the study area 43
 LiDAR 54
 Previously recorded prehistoric flintwork from within the study area 54
Chapter 3: Landscape analysis 59
 Historical and archaeological approaches to landscape analysis 59
 What constitutes a landscape? 61
 Theoretical approaches to landscape 64
 Pasts and present 68
  Reviewing the archaeological investigations of the prehistoric  70
landscape at Cranborne Chase 
  Review of archaeological investigations in the Upper and  77
Middle Thames Valley between Stanton Harcourt and Heathrow 
 The Upper Thames Valley 78
 The Middle Thames Valley 81
  A review of the landscape and previous fieldwork adjacent to  92
the study area
 Fieldwalking surveys adjacent to the study area 106 
6 
 Page Number
Chapter 4: Lithic scatters 115
 Review of lithic collection over the past 200 years 115
 Lithic scatters 117
 Ploughzone archaeology 118
 Effect of agricultural disturbance on lithic scatters 119
 Lithic scatters – surface, topsoil and subsoil distribution 121
 Lithics in the landscape 123
Chapter 5: Museum archives 125
 The Ashmolean Museum, Oxford  125
 Peake collection  126
 Manning collection 130
 Powell collection 131
 Oxfordshire Museum Service, Resource Centre, Standlake  132
 Analysis of 1991 Mapledurham Golf Course archive 133
 Analysis of the 1997 Mapledurham South Golf Course archive 138
 Conclusions from the 1991 and 1997 Mapledurham archives 144
 Museum archives – summary 145
Chapter 6: Fieldwalking and lithic analysis methodology 146
 Origins of fieldwalking 146
 Fieldwalking methodology – sampling the landscape 146
 Fieldwalking methodology for the study area 148
 Systematic fieldwalking surveys 148
 Lithic analysis methodology 151
 Assessing lithic assemblages 151
 Lithic analysis 152
  Methodology for analysis of the lithic assemblages used in  155
the research project
 Metric analysis 157
 Burnt flint 158
 Collector bias 159
  Recording methodology for the assemblages studied for  159
this research project 
7 
Page Number
Chapter 7: Fieldwalking results and analysis of the assemblages 161
 Fieldwalking Surveys – site reports  165
 7:1 Shiplake – Mill Lane 165
 7:2 Shiplake – Plowden Arms 176
 7:3 Shiplake – Warren Hill 182
 7:4 Shiplake – Hampstead Bottom 189
 7:5 Eye & Dunsden – Spanhill Copse & Hampstead Hill 202
 7:6 Shiplake Court Farm 217
 7:7 Shiplake – Memorial Avenue 228
 7:8 Shiplake – Kiln Lane 239
 7:9 Harpsden – High Wood 246
 7:10 Rotherfield Greys – Barrow Field 253
 7:11 Rotherfield Greys – Row Croft 260
 7:12 Greys Court Estate – Spire Field & Green Field 267
 Evaluation of the fieldwalking survey results 274
Chapter 8: Reconstructing the past landscape – a discussion 279
 Addressing the research aims 280
 Chronological assessment 287
 Landscapes with monuments 305
 Relationships between artifacts, monuments and settlements 306
 Burnt Flint 308
 Raw material procurement 310
 Summary of the landscape in the study area  310
 Fieldwalking studies from local and regional surveys across 311
 southern England
 Local area fieldwalking surveys 314
 Regional fieldwalking studies 320
 Summary 328
Chapter 9: Conclusions 336
 Future research 352
Bibliography 354
Appendices 368
Appendix 1: Sites and Monuments and Historic Environment Records 368
Appendix 2: Museum Collections 374




Table 3.1. Major contrasts between monuments in the Neolithic of Cranborne 
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Fig. 2.1. Location map showing the study area.
Fig. 2.2. Map showing the location of the study area and the new fieldwork 
transect in relation to other published prehistoric sites.
Fig. 2.3. Map showing the overall geology of southern and central England and the 
course of the modern River Thames with the study area highlighted. 
Fig. 2.4. Map showing the solid and drift geology within the study area.
Fig. 2.5. Terraces of the Middle Thames Valley within the study area. 
Yellow shading in table denotes the terraces on sites fieldwalked.
Fig. 2.6. Position of the Ancient Channel. 
Fig. 2.7. Ordnance Survey 2011 map showing the position of the pits at Highlands          
Farm and Harpsden Bottom. 
Fig. 2.8. Section across the valley at Harpsden Bottom.
Fig. 2.9. Examples of flint in its raw state, nodule from a field at Shiplake and 
tabular flint in a mine shaft at Grime’s Graves.
Fig. 2.10. Environmental column sample of Palaeochannel showing sediments and 
lithostratigraphic description.
Fig. 2.11. Cross section of the transect between Nettlebed and Shiplake showing 
the topography, geology and the river terraces.
Fig. 2.12 Small block of ancient woodland on the slope below High Wood, Harpsden.
Fig. 2.13 Dry valley running across the field north of Kiln Lane, Shiplake. Deer 
standing on the slope provide a reference for scale, just above them is an area 
where the chalk is close to the ground surface.
Fig. 2.14 Views from Warren Hill – large arable fields on the first terrace above the 
river at Shiplake. Top: west – toward the site of the Eye and Dunsden causewayed 
enclosure. Centre: north – across the fields around Shiplake Farm. Bottom: south – 
from the first terrace across the Thames floodplain.
Fig. 2.15. Vertical aerial photograph taken over Rotherfield Greys (SU 728 819) 
November 1946.
Fig. 2.16. Vertical aerial photograph taken over Shiplake (SU 754 792) November 
1946. The area highlighted is shown below in the 1993 oblique photograph, 
Grovelands Barn may still be standing in the top left corner of the highlighted square.
Fig. 2.17. Oblique aerial photograph taken over Shiplake (SU 750 792) July 1993. 
A rectangular feature is visible as a crop mark at the edge of the field, while no 
trace of Grovelands Barn is visible. 
Fig. 2.18. Grovelands Barn shown on the 1880 map of the area seen in Figs. 2.16   
and 2.17.
Fig. 2.19. Laying a grid over the area of the feature in Fig 2.15 for a resistivity     
survey August 2012.
Fig. 2.20. Vertical aerial photo of Greys Mound (circled).
Fig. 2.21. Aerial photo of Barrow Field with the much reduced Greys Mound 
























Fig. 2.22. Aerial photo showing the field adjacent to Barrow Field where some 
possible circular features (circled) may just be visible.
Fig. 2.23. Cropmarks north of Spanhill Copse, Eye and Dunsden, appear to 
represent part of a causewayed enclosure with two widely spaced circuits.
Fig. 2.24. Aerial photograph from 2009 showing the same crop mark.
Fig. 2.25. Cropmarks north of the River Thames and southwest of Shiplake, 
Oxfordshire. The position of the possible causewayed enclosure is marked C.
Fig. 2.26. Aerial photograph from 2004 showing the features (A and B) Gates had 
previously plotted in 1975.
Fig. 2.27. Top left: Ordnance Survey map with the location of the site at Sonning 
Eye highlighted in yellow. Top right: Magnetometry survey of the barrows. 
Above: Plan showing the circular feature and trench positions.
Fig. 2.28. Plan showing the geophysics of the D-shaped feature and trench positions.
Fig. 2.29. Plan showing the line of post holes in Trench 31, and photo showing 
the sectioned post holes. 
Fig. 2.30. The Middle Bronze Age burnt mound. Top left: Ordnance Survey map 
showing the location of the site, highlighted blue and the position of the mound 
(A). Left: Plan of the mound. Photos: Top, the mound prior to sectioning (above).
Fig. 2.31. LiDAR tiles of the Shiplake survey area. Areas fieldwalked are indicated (F). 
Fig. 2.32. Ordnance Survey map of the same area as the LiDAR tiles. Areas 
fieldwalked are indicated (F).
Fig. 2.33. South Oxfordshire HER and the NMR records of prehistoric flint within 
and adjacent to the study area.
Fig. 3.1. Normanton Down, Wiltshire. Oblique Kite Aerial Photograph. 
Fig. 3.2. Arbury Banks, Northamptonshire. Landscape as a palimpsest, here 
modern ploughing has erased medieval ridge and furrow which is overlying an Iron 
Age fortification, now this too is being eradicated. 
Fig. 3.3. Stoney Littleton, Somerset. A Cotswold-Severn chambered long barrow 
constructed in the Neolithic, (although it has undergone renovation in 1858 and 
2000) its location may have been chosen for its visibility from afar, although it 
disappears when ascending the steep slope until just a few hundred metres away.
Fig. 3.4. Stonehenge, Wiltshire, the henge monument is just part of this complex 
landscape. 
Fig. 3.5. Greys Mound, Rotherfield Greys, Oxfordshire. Aerial photograph of the 
reduced mound (highlighted) and the surrounding landscape.
Fig. 3.6. Pentre Ifan, Pembrokshire. Neolithic chambered tomb with Carn Ingli in 
the background. When viewed with Carn Ingli directly behind the angle of the 
capstone appears to mirror the slope of the hilltop. 
Fig. 3.7. Avebury, Wiltshire. Top: Oblique Kite Aerial Photograph showing part of 
the prehistoric monument with the village in the centre and roads dissecting it. 
Bottom: Several pasts together in the present, stones of the prehistoric henge 
monument in front of medieval barns, which are now museum gift shops and cafe, 






















Fig. 3.8. Oakley Down barrow cemetery with a Roman road cutting through the 
side of the nearest disc barrow, the excavated remains of Wor barrow is in the 
distance, Cranborne Chase. 
Fig. 3.9. The distribution and location of Mesolithic flint scatters in the study area 
in relation to the drift geology. 
Fig. 3.10. The distribution of Earlier Neolithic flintwork and monuments on 
Cranborne Chase. 
Fig. 3.11. The distribution of Earlier Neolithic flintwork and monuments around 
the confluence of the Rivers Avon and Stour.
Fig. 3.12. The distribution of Later Neolithic flintwork and monuments on 
Cranborne Chase.
Fig. 3.13. Environmental sampling in 1992 at the Fir Tree Field Shaft. 
Fig. 3.14. North Stoke, Oxfordshire. Neolithic cursus or bank barrow and Bronze 
Age cemetery.
Fig. 3.15. The excavated areas of the Neolithic and Bronze Age complex at Barrow Hills.
Fig. 3.16. Neolithic monument complexes between Stanton Harcourt and Stanwell.  
Fig. 3.17. Staines causewayed enclosure.
Fig. 3.18. Horton oval feature, distribution of struck flint and stone.  
Fig. 3.19. Early Neolithic houses at Kingsmead Quarry Horton. 
Fig. 3.20. Plans of the fieldwalking results at Horton. 
Fig. 3.21. Formation of the gravel island and areas of activity in the Early Neolithic 
and Late Bronze Age.
Fig. 3.22. Excavations at Runnymede.
Fig. 3.23. Reconstruction of the Stanwell cursus, south section at Heathrow 
Terminal 5.
Fig. 3.24. The Bronze Age field systems and their relationship to the Stanwell cursus.
Fig. 3.25. Double concentric ring-ditch (Neolithic or Bronze Age) at Dorney.
Fig. 3.26. Cropmarks around Bray and Dorney, from Gates aerial survey work of 
the Middle Thames Valley.  
Fig. 3.27. Middle Bronze Age Field systems between Windsor and Reading.
Fig. 3.28. Cropmarks around Sonning including: cursus at C; rectangular enclosure 
and circular cropmark are indicated at A; excavated rectangular enclosure and 
curvilinear ditch are at E; possible oval ring ditch is at B.  
Fig. 3.29. Neolithic cursus, two rectangular enclosures and a ring-ditch at Sonning, 
Berkshire. 
Fig. 3.30. Straighthanger Field, Sonning, Berkshire. Geophysical survey: 
plot of the processed gradiometer data. 
Fig. 3.31. Straighthanger Field, Sonning, Berkshire. Interpretation of the 
geophysical survey data. 




























Fig. 3.33. Aerial view 30 June 1975 showing the causewayed enclosure (A) and 
barrow cemetery at Gatehampton Farm with the river to the south and the railway 
to the east (running north-west – south-east). 
Fig.3.34. Gatehampton causewayed enclosure ditch.
Fig. 3.35. Map showing the excavations at Green Park, Reading and Moores Farm, 
Burghfield. Inset: map of the wider area.  
Fig. 3.36. 1970 Ordnance Survey map of the Burghfield area with the crop marks 
indicated by Gates shown in blue overlain by the areas fieldwalked in brown with 
the extent of the excavations at Green Park 1 and 2 development shaded in yellow 
and Green Park 3 in green.   
Fig. 3.37. Plan of the areas of fieldwork at Green Park, Reading.
Fig. 3.38. Later Bronze Age period settlement layout at Down Farm, Cranborne Chase. 
Fig. 3.39. Plan showing excavated Areas 3100 and 3000B at Green Park, Reading. 
The inset highlights the area with a concentration of structures having a clear 
space around them. 
Fig. 3.40. The aurochs kill site at Thames Valley Business Park, Reading.
Fig. 3.41. Map showing the location of Thames Valley Business Park (A) in relation 
to Sonning (B) and the areas fieldwalked at Shiplake (C). 
Fig. 3.42. Map showing the location of the East Berkshire Survey in relation to the 
research area.  
Fig. 3.43. Map showing fields walked and density distribution of all worked flint 
across the East Berkshire Survey area. 
Fig. 3.44. Geology and topography of the areas field-walked at North Stoke.
Fig. 3.45. Distribution map of all struck flint at North Stoke.
Fig. 3.46. Close up of area highlighted in red on Fig. 3.45 showing the 
distribution of finds around the blank area.  
Fig. 3.47. Location and geology of the Lower Kennet Valley survey areas.
Fig. 3.48. Distribution of finds by period from all surveys in the Lower Kennet Valley.
Fig. 4.1. An antiquarian’s collection of axes and mace heads held at Bristol museum.
Fig. 4.2. Diagram showing the predicted behaviour of artefact classes in response 
to ploughing.
Fig. 5.1. Worked flints from Long Mead, Russell’s Water deposited with the 
Ashmolean Museum in 1965. 
Fig. 5.2. Worked flint from Nettlebed. A, B and C from Peake’s excavation at 
Nettlebed, part of the Peake Collection. D and E collected by Mrs Cake, identified 
by the handwriting match to her Russell’s Water flint collection, see Appendix 2.
Fig. 5.3. Worked flint from Peppard Common, part of the Peake collection.
Fig. 5.4. The accession catalogue, detailing the entries and the reference to the figures 
in the published paper, and the two boxes containing the Peppard Common archive.


























Fig. 5.6. Some of the flints in the collection at the British Museum.
Fig. 5.7. Worked flint from the Manning collection.
Fig. 5.8. Worked flint from North Stoke.
Fig. 5.9. Worked flint from Case’s excavation.
Fig. 5.10. Borer from the Mapledurham Golf Course fieldwalking archive.
Fig. 5.11. Mapledurham Golf Course. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the 
distribution of the flint and debitage.
Fig. 5.12. Bar charts showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 5.13. Bar charts showing the thickness measurements of whole flakes, 
including debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 5.14. Bar charts illustrating the breakdown of the seven field assemblages into 
broad categories, shown by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 5.15. A few of the artefacts from the 1991 Mapledurham archive. A: core; B & 
E: cutting tools; C, D, F & G: pointed tools; H, I & J: scrapers; K: notch.
Fig. 5.16. Fragment of Middle Bronze Age Globular Urn.
Fig. 5.17. Mapledurham South Golf Course 1997 survey. Plan of the area 
fieldwalked showing the distribution of the struck flint collected.
Fig. 5.18. Mapledurham South Golf Course survey. Bar charts showing 
Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes by percentage. Actual number collected 
shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 5.19. Bar charts showing the thickness measurements of whole flakes by 
percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 5.20. Right. Bar charts illustrating the breakdown of the five field assemblages 
into broad categories. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 5.21. A selection of artefacts from the 1997 Mapledurham South Golf Course 
archive with knapping characteristics of the Bronze Age. A,B,C, D & E: pointed 
tools; F: hollow scraper; G & H: cores.
Fig. 5.22. A selection of artefacts from the 1997 Mapledurham South Golf Course 
archive with knapping characteristics of the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age. A 
& D: blades; B & C: cores; E: hollow scraper; F: proximal end of disc flake; G & H: 
pointed tools; I & J: scrapers; K: denticulate.
Fig. 5.23. Plan of the 1991 and 1997 Mapledurham Golf Course surveys showing 
the distribution of the struck flint collected.
Fig. 6.1. Members of SOAG participating in a fieldwalking survey.
Fig. 6.2. Example of flint from the chalk bedrock. 
Fig. 6.3. Spherical nodule and angular fractured flint obtained from an area of Clay-
with-flints.

























Fig. 6.5. Recording whole flake measurements 
Fig. 7.1. Map of the study area showing the locations of the fieldwalking surveys. 
Shiplake: 1 Mill Lane; 2 Plowden Arms; 3 Warren Hill; 4 Hampstead Bottom; 
5 Eye & Dunsden – Spanhill Copse & Hampstead Hill; 6 Shiplake Court Farm; 
7 Memorial Avenue; 8 Kiln Lane; 9 High Wood, Harpsden; Rotherfield Greys: 
10 Barrow Field; 11 Row Croft; 12 Greys Court Estate – Spire Field & Green Field.
Fig. 7.2. Detailed map of Shiplake showing the fields surveyed.
Fig. 7.3. Example of an Excel spreadsheet showing the data collected during 
analysis of each artefact from the assemblages.
Fig. 7:1.1. Map showing the location and geology of the field, outlined in red, 
beside Mill Lane. 
Fig. 7:1.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of the collected 
worked flint and debitage.
Fig. 7:1.3. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of burnt flint.
Fig. 7:1.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:1.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of whole flakes and debitage 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:1.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad 
categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:1.7. Scrapers: A – rounded flake; B – Horseshoe scraper; C & D hollow scrapers.
Fig. 7:1.8. Notched tools from Mill Lane: A Early Neolithic type; B-D Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age types.
Fig. 7:1.9. Pointed tools, A: Early Neolithic awl; B: Early Neolithic awl opposite 
denticulate edge; C: Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age piercer; D: Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age borer with awl on opposite side; E: Early Neolithic awls and 
piercers on all edges; F-G: Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age piercers and borers.
Fig. 7:1.10. Arrowheads from Mill Lane. A: Barbed-and-tanged; B & C: Oblique. 
Fig. 7:1.11. Cutting Tools. A: Simple knife; B: Backed knife on rounded flake; C: 
Backed knife; D: Denticulate cutting edge; E-H: Hafted cutting tools with shoulder 
notches and tangs.
Fig. 7:1.12. Small handaxe with bilateral retouch around 75% of the circumference.
Fig. 7:1.13. Multi-tools. A & B: Piercer & hollow scraper; C: borer & hollow scraper; 
D: Awl & scraper.
Fig. 7:1.14. Cores, Top: Neolithic single platform; Bottom: small burnt Mesolithic core.
Fig. 7:1.15. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools and 
debitage collected.
Fig. 7:1.16. Palaeolithic retouched flake from transect L:2.
Fig. 7:2.1. Map showing the location and geology of the field opposite the 
























Fig. 7:2.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing: A – the distribution of worked 
flint; B – The distribution of burnt flint.
Fig. 7:2.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:2.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of whole flakes by 
percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:2.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad 
categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars (excluding burnt flint).
Fig. 7:2.6. A: Hollow scraper – ventral side and edge; B: End scraper; C: natural 
“potlid” scraper.
Fig. 7:2.7. Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age awls and piercers. 
Fig. 7:2.8. Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age backed Knives. 
Fig. 7:2.9. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools and debitage.
Fig. 7:3.1. Map showing the location and geology of the field at Warren Hill, 
Shiplake outlined in red. 
Fig. 7:3.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing: A – the distribution of worked 
flint; B – The distribution of burnt flint.
Fig. 7:3.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including 
debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:3.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes 
and debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:3.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage, excluding burnt 
flint, into broad categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected 
shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:3.6. Horseshoe scraper from transect J, Warren Hill.
Fig. 7:3.7. A: Double end scraper, and B & C: hollow scrapers from the Warren 
Hill assemblage.
Fig. 7:3.8. A: Long pronounced piercer from transect E, B: broad flake with point 
at corner from transect H.
Fig. 7:3.9. Cutting tools  A: denticulate cutting edge  B: backed knife.
Fig. 7:3.10. Southern end of Warren Hill field, viewed from the north east.
Fig. 7:3.11. Plan of the area surveyed showing the distribution of tools and 
debitage collected.
Fig. 7:4.1. Map showing the location and geology of the field at Hampstead Bottom, 
Shiplake outlined in red. Inset: Large nodule of black flint, measuring 420 x 300mm, 
removed to the field edge after being dragged from the soil by the plough.
Fig. 7:4.2. The mound covering the Cold War ROC bunker seen from the southern 
























Fig. 7:4.3. View across the level part of the field looking south, along one of the 
transects, with the canes marking the transects at 25m stints, a second transect is 
also set out 25m to the east. This field had been rolled after the seeding, leaving 
an even gravel and flint soil matrix. 
Fig. 7:4.4. Survey 7: plan of the area fieldwalked showing: 
A – the distribution of worked flint. B – The distribution of burnt flint.
Fig. 7:4.5. Survey 2: plan of the area fieldwalked showing: 
A – the distribution of worked flint; B – The distribution of burnt flint.
Fig. 7:4.6. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of the whole flakes from survey 
1, including debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:4.7. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of the whole flakes and 
debitage from survey 1 by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:4.8. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, over the 
same area from both surveys, including debitage by percentage. Actual number 
collected shown above the corresponding bars. 
Fig. 7:4.9. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes, over 
the same area from both surveys, and debitage by percentage. Actual number 
collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:4.10. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the first survey assemblage, 
excluding burnt flint, into broad categories, shown by percentage with actual 
number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:4.11. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblages, excluding burnt 
flint, from the area that both first (left) and second (right) surveys were walked.
Fig. 7:4.12. Scrapers: A: Large thumbnail; B: Side and end scraper; 
C & D: End scrapers; E: Hollow scraper.
Fig. 7:4.13. Three of the pointed tools from Hampstead Bottom.  
Fig. 7:4.14. Cutting tools: A: Broken blade with serrated edge; B: simple knife; 
C: Backed blade.
Fig. 7:4.15. Broken sickle blade.
Fig. 7:4.16. Early Neolithic single platform core from Hampstead Bottom.  
Fig. 7:4.17. Plan of the areas surveyed showing the distribution of tools and 
debitage collected.
Fig. 7:4.18. View west across the field to the eastern corner, showing the location 
of the Eye and Dunsden causewayed enclosure on the other side of the dry river 
valley directly ahead, marked E&D.
Fig. 7:5.1. Aerial reconnaissance photograph, September 1970. Cropmarks north 
of Spanhill Copse, Eye and Dunsden, appear to represent part of a causewayed 
enclosure with two widely spaced circuits. 






















Fig. 7:5.3. Map showing the location and geology of the fields at Spanhill Copse 
and Hampstead Hill, outlined in red.
Fig. 7:5.4. Looking south-west across Spanhill Copse field, photo taken from the 
southern end of the hedge with Spanhill Copse on the left and the A4155 to the 
right of the field. 
Fig. 7:5.5. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the two fields, divided by a hedge. 
Distribution of the collected worked flint and debitage.
Fig. 7:5.6. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the two fields, divided by a hedge. 
Distribution of burnt flint.
Fig. 7:5.7. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage.
Fig. 7:5.8. Bar chart showing the thickness of worked flakes and debitage.
Fig. 7:5.9. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the Spanhill Copse and 
Hampstead Hill assemblage, excluding burnt flint, into broad categories.
Fig. 7:5.10. Disc Scrapers from Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill.
Fig. 7:5.11. Pointed tools from the assemblage. A: Piercer; B: Borer; C: Awl.
Fig. 7:5.12. Items from the assemblage:  A: Denticulate Edge; B: Laurel Leaf point; 
C: Axe fragment; D: Crested Blade.
Fig. 7:5.13. A: worked out single platform core; B: Bi-polar core; C: Burnt scraper.
Fig. 7:5.14. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools and debitage.
Fig. 7:5.15. Result of the Bartington Grad 601/2 fluxgate gradiometer survey at Eye 
and Dunsden shown laid over a Google Earth photo of the site.
Fig. 7:5.16. Analysis of the geophysical survey at Eye and Dunsden.
Fig. 7:5.17. Map showing the location of Spanhill Copse (A) in relation to the 
Neolithic complex at Sonning (B). 
Fig. 7:5.18. Photo taken from Warren Hill looking across the River Thames 
floodplain to the site of the Sonning cursus complex at B.
Fig. 7:6.1. Map showing the location and geology of the fields surveyed, outlined 
in red, beside Shiplake Court Farm.
Fig. 7:6.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the field divisions and distribution 
of the collected worked flint and debitage.
Fig. 7:6.3. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the field divisions and distribution 
of burnt flint.
Fig. 7:6.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:6.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage, excluding burnt 
flint, into broad categories, shown by percentage. Actual number collected shown 
above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:6.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage, excluding burnt 
flint, into broad categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected 

























Fig. 7:6.7. Scrapers: A and B are from Field 1 (transects H and J), C is from Field 4 
(transect O).
Fig. 7:6.8. Pointed tools: A-D are from Field 2, E and F are from Field 3.
Fig. 7:6.9. Cutting tools: A – Backed knife; B – Disc knife; C – Denticulate edge.
Fig. 7:6.10. Oblique Arrowheads.
Fig. 7:6.11. Axe side and cross-section. A: Mesolithic tranchet axe; B: Burnt 
Polished axe.
Fig. 7:6.12. Cores: A – Neolithic single platform; B – Keeled; C & D – Multiple platform.
Fig. 7:6.13. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools and 
debitage collected.
Fig. 7:6.14. Mesolithic to Early Neolithic microlith and bladelet type tools: top – 
Field 4; above – Field 3.
Fig. 7:7.1. Map showing the location and geology of the field surveyed, outlined in 
red, beside Memorial Avenue, Shiplake.
Fig. 7:7.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of the collected 
worked flint and debitage.
Fig. 7:7.3. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the field divisions and 
distribution of burnt flint.
Fig. 7:7.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including 
debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:7.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes 
and debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:7.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad 
categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:7.7 Scrapers: A – Hollow scraper; B – Side scraper; C – Disc scraper; 
D – Small natural ‘egg-shape’ flint nodule retouched to form scraper.
Fig. 7:7.8. Pointed tools: A and B are Mesolithic Awls and Piercer. C and D are 
Early Neolithic Awls. E is a distal end piercer/borer, F is a proximal end 
piercer/borer.
Fig. 7:7.9. Cutting tools: A – Simple knife; B – Early Neolithic D-shaped knife 
with invasive retouch along cutting edge; C – Discoidal knife; D – Backed knife.
Fig. 7:7.10. Arrowheads: A & B – Oblique arrowhead; C & D – partially worked tang 
on arrowhead blank.
Fig. 7:7.11. A – Acheulian handaxe; B – Fragment of Neolithic axe; 
C – Neolithic axe with bi-lateral flake removals along straight cutting edge.
Fig. 7:7.12. Small pebble flint core with 11 flake scars from multiple platforms, 
weight 10g.
























Fig. 7:7.14. A – Single platform Early Neolithic core; B – Small Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age cube core from exhausted nodule, C – Bi-polar core.
Fig. 7:7.15. Denticulate worked on a heated flint flake.
Fig. 7:7.16. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools and 
debitage collected.
Fig. 7:8.1. Map showing the location and geology of the field at Kiln Lane, 
Shiplake outlined in red. 
Fig. 7:8.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of the collected flint.
Fig. 7:8.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including 
debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:8.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes 
and debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:8.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad 
categories. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:8.6. Discoidal scraper from transect R, Kiln Lane.
Fig. 7:8.7. End scrapers from Kiln Lane assemblage.
Fig. 7:8.8. A: Discoidal piercer from transect R, B: squarish flint with point at corner 
from transect G.
Fig. 7:8.9. Cutting tools from Kiln Lane. A: backed knife; B: serrated cutting edge 
with use-wear damage.
Fig. 7:8.10. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools, debitage 
and burnt flint collected.
Fig. 7:9.1. Map showing the location and geology of the field beside High Wood, 
Harpsden outlined in red. 
Fig. 7:9.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing: A – the distribution of worked 
flint; B – The distribution of burnt flint. 
Fig. 7:9.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:9.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes 
and debitage by percentage with actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:9.5. Fieldwalking at High Wood, only 50% of the ground surface visible 
through stubble.
Fig. 7:9.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad 
categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:9.7. End scraper.
























Fig. 7:9.9. Hafted cutting tools. A: from B5 with close up of shoulder notches either 
side of tang. B: from C3.
Fig. 7:9.10. Single platform core, re-used as a borer, from transect C2.
Fig. 7:9.11. Burnt flint piercer/borer tool from transect C4.
Fig. 7:9.12. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools and 
burnt flint collected.
Fig. 7:9.13. Images from Google Earth 2005 (A) and NMR photographic archive 
No. 14952, July 1993, (B) showing cropmark, which appears to continue under 
the hedge into the eastern field in the NRM photo. Also above, plan of the area 
fieldwalked with the position of the cropmark shown in red.
Fig. 7:10.1. Map showing the location and geology of Barrow Field at Rotherfield 
Greys outlined in red. 
Fig. 7:10.2. Map showing the location of the Ancient Channel in relation to 
Greys Mound.
Fig. 7:10.3. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of the assemblage.
Fig. 7:10.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:10.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and 
debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:10.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad 
categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:10.7. A: End scraper; B: Nose scraper.
Fig. 7:10.8. Piercer from the northern end of Transect B.
Fig. 7:10.9. Discoidal flake cutting tool.
Fig. 7:10.10. Multiple platform, cuboid core, with 14 flake scars, collected close to 
the mound in transect G2.
Fig. 7:10.11. Plan of the area surveyed showing the distribution of tools and 
debitage collected.
Fig. 7:10.12. The reduced mound in Barrow Field viewed from the north, looking 
south in 2009.
Fig. 7:10.13. Selection of tools from 2009 survey of Barrow Field. 1: End and side 
scraper; 2: Borer on natural flint; 3: Borer; 4: Backed knife; 5: Simple knife.
Fig. 7:11.1. Map showing the location and geology of Row Croft at Rotherfield 
Greys outlined in red.   
Fig. 7:11.2. Fieldwalking Row Croft.
Fig. 7:11.3. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of the assemblage.
Fig. 7:11.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:11.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and 


























Fig. 7:11.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad 
categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:11.7. Scrapers from Row Croft: A: Disc-shaped scraper  with plough damage; 
B & C: Hollow scrapers; D: Scraper made on thermal flake; E: Side scraper made on 
very large flake.
Fig. 7:11.8. Pointed tools from Row Croft. A: Awl; B: Piercer; C & D: Borers made 
on natural flint.
Fig. 7:11.9. Cutting tools from Row Croft: A: Serrated edge; B: Denticulate edge; 
C: Backed knife.
Fig. 7:11.10. Plan of the area surveyed showing the distribution of tools and 
debitage collected.
Fig. 7:11.11. Row Croft, looking south-east.
Fig. 7:11.12. Selection of tools from 2010 survey of Row Croft. 1: Thumbnail scraper; 
2: End scraper; 3: Backed knife; 4: Mesolithic blade core; 5: Scraper on a natural flake.   
Fig. 7:12.1. Map showing the location and geology of Spire Field, outlined in red, 
at Greys Court. 
Fig. 7:12.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the historic field division and 
distribution of the collected flint.
Fig. 7:12.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including 
debitage.
Fig. 7:12.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes 
and debitage.
Fig. 7:12.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the Greys Court assemblage 
into broad categories.
Fig. 7:12.6. Tools from the assemblage. A: scraper; B: borer; C: cutting edge.
Fig. 7:12.7. Oblique arrowhead. 
Fig. 7:12.8. Single platform core.
Fig. 7:12.9. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of the tools 
collected.
Fig. 7.4. Map of Shiplake showing worked flint collected during the fieldwalking 
surveys.
Fig. 7.5. Map of Shiplake showing burnt flint collected during the fieldwalking surveys.
Fig. 8.1 Finds distribution pattern in relation to the geology and topography, in 
particular the dry valleys, at Shiplake.
Fig. 8.2.Finds distribution pattern in relation to the geology and topography, in 
particular the dry valleys, at Mapledurham.
Fig. 8.3. Finds distribution pattern in relation to the topography and geology at 
Rotherfield Greys.


























Fig. 8.5a opposite and Fig. 8.5b above: Distribution of Mesolithic finds at Shiplake.
Fig. 8.6a opposite and Fig. 8.6b above: Distribution of Early Neolithic finds at 
Shiplake.
Fig. 8.7a opposite and Fig. 8.7b above: Distribution of Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age finds at Shiplake.
Fig. 8.8a opposite and Fig. 8.8b above: Distribution of Bronze Age finds at Shiplake.
Fig. 8.9. Distribution of finds by prehistoric period at Rotherfield Greys, Barrow 
Field and Row Croft.
Fig. 8.10. Distribution of finds by prehistoric period at Greys Court.
Fig. 8.11. Distribution of Mesolithic finds at Mapledurham.
Fig. 8.12. Distribution of Early Neolithic finds at Mapledurham.
Fig. 8.13. Distribution of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age finds at Mapledurham.
Fig. 8.14. Distribution of Bronze Age finds at Mapledurham.
Fig. 8.15. Left: Five Barbed arrowheads collected between North Stoke and 
Grim’s Dyke, South Oxfordshire from the Powell Collection. Right: Collection of 
12 Horseshoe scrapers from Woodcote, Oxfordshire from the Percy Manning 
collection. Photos: Author, with permission Ashmolean Museum.
Fig. 8.16. Map of Shiplake showing concentration of burnt flint at Warren Hill 
and Spanhill Copse in comparison with surrounding fields.
Fig. 8.17. Local and regional fieldwalking surveys used in this study. (Boxed area 
is shown in Fig. 8.18)
Fig. 8.18. Map showing the study area (shaded yellow) and the three nearest 
local surveys, areas fieldwalked are shown in red: A – East Berkshire, B – North 
Stoke and  C – Lower Kennet Valley, Green Park and Moores Farm.
Fig. 8.19. Map showing the area of dense clusters of finds at A; the Eye and 
Dunsden causewayed enclosure at B and the Sonning cursus at C.
Fig. 8.20. Map showing the 15 causewayed enclosures found along the Thames 
Valley. 
Fig. 8.21. The different forms in plan and number of circuits of the 15 
causewayed enclosures found along the Thames Valley.
Fig. 8.22. The location of the causewayed enclosure (A) overlooking the 
confluence of the Thames and Lodden (B). It may have also influenced the 
positioning of the cursus at Sonning (C). 
Fig. 9.1. Mesolithic flint scatters in the Thames and Kennet Valleys.
Fig. 9.2. Neolithic monuments in the Thames and Kennet Valleys.
Fig. 9.3. Constructing field boundaries in the Late Bronze Age.
Fig. 9.4. Result of the Bartington Grad 601/2 fluxgate gradiometer survey at Eye 
and Dunsden shown laid over a Google Earth photo of the site. 



























CHAPTER 1:  Introduction
This PhD research project examines prehistoric activity in the Middle Thames Valley, between 
the Mesolithic and Later Bronze Age, through the evidence of surface lithic scatters recovered 
from new fieldwalking surveys and lithic collections deposited in museums. The study area is 
located on the north side of the river between Gatehampton and Henley-on-Thames. 
Lithic scatters comprise of quantities of stone tools and the debitage from their manufacture, 
which have been brought to the surface by agricultural activity over the years. Because of the 
complex nature of their make up, consisting of artefacts from multiple periods of prehistory, 
they have often been regarded as destroyed archaeology, having been removed from their 
original context. However, with the level of commercial farming in recent years it is often the 
lithics, by their almost indestructible nature, that are the only remaining evidence of any 
prehistoric activity in many areas. 
The lithic artefacts collected during the fieldwalking surveys were made in different prehistoric 
periods, but are now all mingled together on the field surface in the present. In this type of 
fieldwork the past becomes part of the present, or, as Christopher Witmore (Alberti et al 2011, 
897) states, “an ontology where pasts are spatially coextensive”. Therefore the field surface 
can be consider as an interface of the past and present, when the past is in the present and the 
present is part of the past. Therefore it is only possible to interpret the past, as it is found here in 
the present, which for this research project, will be attempted by analysing the lithics collected 
through fieldwalking surveys and studying and their spatial patterning within the landscape. 
By studying this archaeological resource it is hoped to gain an understanding of the level of 
prehistoric activity within the study area, to see whether there are zones where the lithic 
scatters indicate either activities occurring at specific periods, or for particular uses. 
The ‘Primary Aims’ for the PhD research 
 1.0.  Using the lithic evidence (primarily worked flint tools), to investigate the extent of 
Mesolithic to Late Bronze Age (c.8000BC – c.1000BC) activity in the Middle Thames Valley, 
focusing on an area north of the Thames between Gatehampton, near Goring and 
Henley-on-Thames.
2.0.  Using the assemblages collected from the fieldwalking surveys and the material present in 
the museum archives, examine the distribution of lithics within the transects of the study 
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area to see what relationships can be established between the distance from the River 
Thames and the spatial patterning of the lithics.
2.1.  The first sub-aim will be to establish a chronology for the lithics to see whether 
distance from the river varied according to prehistoric period, meaning people 
were choosing specific locations at certain periods, or whether the whole 
landscape was being used throughout the Mesolithic to later Bronze Age periods.
2.2.  The second sub-aim will be to consider whether the geology of the region was a 
contributory factor to the lithic distribution. This area of the Middle Thames has 
some complex geology, so this may have influenced activities carried out here.
2.3.  The third sub-aim will be to consider how far evidence derived from diverse 
sources can be amalgamated.
3.0.  Make a comparison between the spatial patterning of the lithic evidence from this study 
with the results of the surveys and other fieldwork across southern England.
3.1.  The first sub-aim will be to start at a local level and assess the evidence from North 
Stoke and for the East Berkshire Survey, to see whether there are any correlations 
to be made. The assumption that this part of the Middle Thames Valley would have 
been used in a similar way to the adjoining areas will be discussed.
3.2.  The second sub-aim will be to widen this comparison to a regional level, comparing 
the data obtained from this research with other available fieldwalking surveys and 
archived material across southern England to see what conclusions can be drawn.
3.3.  The third sub-aim will be to try to establish whether there was any monument 
building activity in the study area by looking at the possible causewayed enclosure 
at Eye and Dunsden (Oswald et al. 2001, 54) and to reconsider the evidence for the 
Neolithic “mine”, that Peake (1913, 1914) excavated on Peppard Common.
3.4.  The fourth sub-aim will be to consider the contribution this study will have made to 
the broader study of the sequence and range of prehistoric activities in this part of 
the Middle Thames Valley.
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The research undertaken to answer these questions demonstrates that the extent of 
prehistoric activity, where this study has been carried, out is much greater than current 
records indicate. The basis of this research is a study of the lithics collected during 
fieldwalking surveys, carried out specifically for this project, around Shiplake and Rotherfield 
Greys, along with a re-evaluation of two museum archives, from developer funded 
evaluation surveys in 1991 and 1997 at sites in Mapledurham, now both golf courses. 
Also any relevant lithics deposited as “finds” in local museums. Lithics collected during 
a fieldwalking survey at Spanhill Copse, Eye and Dunsden, where a cropmark has been 
identified as a possible  causewayed enclosure, provide evidence of an Early Neolithic 
presence at this location, so a magnetometry survey was carried out over the cropmark, 
revealing buried archaeological features.
The success of the fieldwalking survey at Spanhill Copse in identifying the presence of an 
archaeological feature, which had been dismissed following Oxford Archaeological Unit’s 
trial trench in 1974, did create the need to modify one of the original aims, due to the 
presence of a monument in the study area. Sub-aim 3.3 had been to reassess the possibility 
of a causewayed enclosure at the site, its discovery, through the fieldwalking and geophysics, 
resulted in a more thorough examination of the surrounding fields through systematic 
fieldwalking to establish the extent of lithic distribution on the terrace. 
Document structure
This document is comprised of nine chapters, following this introduction the subsequent 
chapters are detailed below:
•  Chapter 2 introduces the study area and evaluates its potential for investigation by 
looking at its landscape, aerial photographic archives, and LiDAR. 
•  Chapter 3 reviews the historical, theoretical and archaeological approaches to 
landscape archaeology, including the extensive landscape study carried out on the 
upland chalk of Cranborne Chase and fieldwork on the gravel valley terraces of 
the Upper Thames Valley around Dorchester-on-Thames. Then, following a wider 
regional context for the study area, is a review of recent fieldwork in the Middle 
Thames Valley below Maidenhead, the Lower Kennet Valley and areas adjacent to 
the project study area. 
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•  Chapter 4 looks at the processes which result in lithic scatters being present on the 
ground surface, along with some case studies into ploughzone archaeology. 
•  Chapter 5 is a review of museum archives accessed for this study, and the previously 
recorded prehistoric flintwork they hold. Two archives, collected from evaluation 
surveys at Mapledurham (which is within the research area), held at Oxfordshire 
Museum Service, Resource Centre, Standlake were re-examined in detail, the results of 
my analysis are also presented in this chapter.
•  Chapter 6 reviews the origins and development of fieldwalking methodologies in 
recent years, from small scale projects to large landscape studies. Lithic analysis is 
also reviewed, discussing how it is used to interpret lithic assemblages, in relation to 
prehistoric activity and occupation, to gain an understanding of how the landscape may 
have been used.
•  Chapter 7 presents the results of the new fieldwalking surveys carried out around 
Rotherfield Greys, Shiplake and at Eye and Dunsden, including analysis of the lithic 
assemblages recovered from the survey areas. Also the results of the geophysical survey 
over the crop marks, interpreted as a Neolithic causewayed enclosure from aerial photos, 
at Eye and Dunsden.
•  Chapter 8 presents the overall interpretation of this landscape study assessing the 
relationships between the lithic scatters with the geology and topography and the 
settlement and monument evidence of the study area. Widening the scope of the research, 
is a comparison of the study area with local and regional fieldwalking surveys from the south 
of England.
•  Chapter 9 discusses how the aims have been met and presents the conclusions of the study 
along with suggestions for further research.
Three appendices are at the end of this document. 
29 
CHAPTER 2:  The study area
The area being studied for this research is located north of the River Thames centred on 
Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference SU 710 820. The area is roughly triangular in shape 
and approximately 12km east-west, with the western limit at Gatehampton, South Oxfordshire, 
the eastern limit at Henley-on-Thames, South Oxfordshire, and 16km north-south, the northern 
limit is around Nettlebed, South Oxfordshire and the southern limit is around Caversham, 
Berkshire (Fig.2.1). 
New fieldwork within this area is located along a transect, where land has been available 
for fieldwalking, between Rotherfield Greys and Shiplake (Fig. 2.2). Material from museum 
archives has been accessed and re-analysed from a second transect between Woodcote 
and Caversham, incorporating fieldwalking finds from two evaluation surveys, carried out in 
advance of planning, at Mapledurham in 1991 and 1997.
This chapter is an introduction to the study area, and will review:
• The geology and topography of the study area
• Terrace formation in the Pleistocene Epoch  
• The Holocene environment along the Thames Valley
• Geology and topography of the transect
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Fig. 2.1. Location map showing the study area. Illustration: Author. Source map: iStockphoto.com
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Fig. 2.2. Map showing the location of the study area and the new fieldwork transect in relation to other 
published prehistoric sites.






















Geology and topography of the study area
Solid Geology
The study area is geographically bounded to the north by the Chilterns and to the south by the 
River Thames (Fig. 2.2). The solid geology of this landscape (Fig.2.3), formed over c.80 million 
years in the Cretaceous and Tertiary, is of rocks laid down one above the other in a marine 
environment, and subsequently brought to the surface by tectonic forces which uplifted and 
folded them, resulting in a tilt towards the south-east (Jukes-Browne and Osborne White 1908, 
1-2; Larminie 2003). 
Study Area
Fig. 2.3. Map showing the overall geology of southern and central England and the course of the modern 
River Thames with the study area highlighted. (Source: Bridgland 1994, 3)
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Fig. 2.4. Map showing the solid and drift geology within the study area. 
Illustration: Author. Source map: Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2020. © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020. Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Scale 1:100000
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A detailed study of the geological map (Fig. 2.4) shows Chalk from the Cretaceous Period is 
the principal bedrock across the study area; at a localised level this consists of Chalk from the 
Grey Chalk and White Chalk and their component formations. There are also some isolated 
areas where the Chalk is overlain by sand – and mudstones of the Reading Formation (formerly 
the Reading Beds, see Entwisle et al. 2013, 12 and 22-6), which is part of the Lambeth Group 
of the Palaeogene Period. Some of the latter is also capped by London Clay of the Eocene. 
The Reading Formation is also present as a band to the south of the Thames alongside a much 
greater expanse of the London Clay Formation. 
Drift Geology
The drift geology across the study area consists of clays, silts, sands and gravels laid down 
during the Quaternary period. Fig. 2.4 shows these forming bands running north-east to 
south-west starting with Clay-with-flints – a residual deposit “left after a long period of 
dissolution and weathering of the Chalk” (Catt 1986, 152), which range from a heavy reddish 
brown clays to silty clay loams and can contain large unworn flint nodules, subangular flint 
fragments and flint pebbles (Catt 1986, 151). After the Clay-with-flints comes a series of gravel 
terraces (Fig.2.5), the Gerrards Cross Gravel; Winter Hill Gravel; the Black Park Gravel of the 
Ancient Channel; Boyn Hill Gravel, Taplow Gravel and nearest the Thames, Kempton Park 
Gravel. Along the course of the Thames can be found areas of the Langley Silt Member’s clay 
and silt, laid down in the Pleistocene epoch and more recent alluvium of the Holocene epoch 
composed of clay, silt sand and gravel.
Terrace formation in the Pleistocene Epoch 
During the periods of glaciation the ice sheets advancing from the north may have just reached 
the Chilterns, but did not cover them. During the Anglian Stage, Marine Isotope Stage 12 (MIS 12),
around 400ky BP, the advancing ice sheet caused the Thames to divert from its original course, 
through St Albans to the North Sea, to its present one (Bridgland 1994, 5-7). According to 
Fig. 2.5. Terraces of the Middle Thames Valley within the study area. Yellow shading in table denotes the 
terraces on sites fieldwalked.    Illustration: Historic England (Canti 2015).
Terrace No. Terrace Name
13 Nettlebed Gravel
12 Stoke Row Gravel
11 Westland Green Gravel
10 Satwell Gravel
9 Beaconsfield Gravel
8 Gerrards Cross Gravel
7 Winter Hill Gravel
6 Black Park Gravel
5 Boyn Hill Gravel
4 Lynch Hill Gravel
3 Taplow Gravel
2 Kempton Park Gravel
1 Shepperton Gravel
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Bridgland’s (1994, 18) climatic model for terrace formation, the terraces seen in today’s landscape 
are a result of the aggradational phases of gravels during cold stages of the Pleistocene. 
The Ancient Channel
At the end of the Anglian Stage the 
River Thames changed course once 
more, between Goring and Henley-
on-Thames, diverting south to 
converge with the rivers Kennet and 
Loddon (Fig. 2.6). The abandoned 
valley, known as the “Ancient 
Channel” lies at around 45m above 
the current level of the Thames 
(Bridgland 1994, 4-7, 26-8; Hosfield 2007, 3; Wymer 1961). Its course is visible in the study 
area as the Black Park Gravel Terrace (Fig. 2.4) which runs north-east – south-west between 
Pangbourne and Henley-on-Thames. Wymer (1961) discussed the date of the Ancient Channel 
during his examination of Palaeolithic artefacts extracted during a re-opening of the gravel pit 
at Highlands Farm, Henley between 1955 and 1960 (Fig. 2.7). He concluded that the artefacts 
must have been incorporated with the Black Park Gravel when they were laid down during the 
Hoxnian Interglacial (MIS 11). However, Bridgland has reassessed the terrace stratigraphy in the 
Reading area and proposes that the “Black Park Gravel was laid down while ice still occupied 
the Vale of St Albans” (Bridgland 1994, 27).
In 1895 H. J. Osborne White (Jukes-Browne and Osborne White 1908, 98-100) visited a pit in the 
Harpsden Valley (Fig. 2.7), which was located “three quarters of a mile west of Harpsden Church”, 
and looking at a current Ordnance Survey map this pit shown at Harpsden Bottom also lies within 
the Ancient Channel. Observing the geology of the pit (Fig. 2.8) he comments that it was evident 
that the loams filled an 
old east-west channel in 
the gravel, providing us 
with a good description of 
a section through, what 
we now know as, the 
Ancient Channel. Osborne 
White (Jukes-Browne and 




Fig. 2.7. Ordnance Survey 2011 map showing the position of the pits at 
Highlands Farm and Harpsden Bottom. © Crown copyright and database 
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Fig. 2.6. Position of the Ancient Channel  (After Wymer 1999, Map 3)
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describes the section as follows: Ft.
Brown loam to 20
Loam with seams of very fine gravel 1½–½
Brown sandy loam to 12
Gravel consisting mainly of white sub-angular and angular flints, with some flint-pebbles, 
quartzites, etc. Small bodies of chalk rubble occurred in places, and in some of them the 
stones were concreted into irregular blocks, up to 2 ft. in diameter, by a tough calcareous 
cement of a light brown or buff tint exposed 3 to 10
Flint resources in the study area
Since lithic artefacts are the primary focus of this thesis, and flint is the raw material, it is 
important to consider the provenance of the tool stone. The flint in the White Chalk is found 
as large solid nodules of black flint with thin rinds, small globular flints with thick friable rinds 
and, occasionally, thin seams of tabular flint (Jukes-
Browne and Osborne White 1908, 42-48). Flint is also 
found within the superficial deposits, as angular or 
broken flint nodules and pebbles, the residue of Chalk 
dissolution in the Clay-with-flints, or as reworked 
clasts derived from the White Chalk and deposited in 
the gravels (Jukes-Browne and Osborne White 1908, 
93-99) (Fig.2.9). Deposits of flint recorded during 
the examination of various pits around the region by 
Jukes-Brown and Osborne White were described as 
occurring in bands through the Chalk, often in regular 
courses of solid nodules closest to the surface and with 
layers of thin tabular flint further down. When the flint 
was seen in association with the gravels it was often 
stained brown while in some deposits were mottled 
in various shades of grey. Generally it was noted that 
there was an abundance of flint throughout the region 
found in both the solid and the drift geology. 
Fig. 2.8. Section across the valley at Harpsden Bottom.    (Jukes-Browne and Osborne White  1908, 100)
Fig. 2.9. Examples of flint in its raw state, 
nodule from a field at Shiplake and tabular 
flint in a mine shaft at Grime’s Graves.   
Photos: Author.
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The Holocene riverine environment 
According to Brown (1997, 39) during the Holocene floodplains experienced “both hydrological 
change and aggradation and degradation”. Major flooding events became less frequent as the 
climate warmed, and braided rivers became contained within a single meandering channel. 
However, floodplain settlements would have had to cope with annual inundation as meandering 
rivers flood seasonally - usually in spring, as demonstrated at Thatcham, in the Lower Kennet 
Valley. Here excavations in 1958 revealed a stratigraphic sequence, which shows Mesolithic 
occupation, consisting of a series of hearths and a vast amount of lithic artefacts on the edge 
of a terrace beside a floodplain lake (Wymer 1959, 10-12). The site was subsequently buried by 
silt, and peat accumulation had begun by c.6,000 BC, the sequence shows phases of “Lateglacial 
fluvial deposition followed by later phases of damaging floods” (Brown 1997, 206-8). 
The Holocene environment along the Thames Valley 
The creation of the present Thames floodplain occurred at the end of the Devension during 
periods of high water discharge, from melting snow combined with surface instability (Robinson 
2011). Along the Middle Thames Valley the Staines Alluvial Deposit formed on the floodplain 
in the Early Holocene, overlying the Shepperton Terrace, extending from the Lower Thames as 
far as Pangborne, and was made up of organic sediments and clays (Gibbard 1986). Subsequent 
alluvium of Holocene age overlie the Staines Alluvial Deposit and Shepperton Gravel over most 
of its outcrop. In both the Upper and Middle Thames Valley part of the Shepperton terrace was 
“reworked and lowered during the very late glacial period (11,000 – 9,500 cal BC) when channel 
flow was becoming established” (Robinson 2011, 173). Simplification of the River Thames, from 
multiple to a single channel system, began at the start of the Holocene and took place through 
the silting and accumulation of alluvial sediments – as seen at Dorney (Robinson 2011) and 
Runnymede (Needham 2000), since then the Thames has flowed along its present course with 
only minor changes. 
During the Neolithic period episodes of bank erosion and sedimentation were occurring at Eton 
College Rowing Course. Here the excavations provided evidence for the undermining of oak trees 
growing on the riverbanks, along with beaver activity on preserved gnawed wood, which had 
been rapidly covered by organic sediments thereby preserving them (Allen et al 2013, 45-47). 
The higher-energy fluvial conditions causing the bank erosion at Eton may be related to Neolithic 
woodland clearance away from the river, though there is no conclusive evidence to prove this was 
occurring. Similar events were happening elsewhere in the Thames Valley. At Runnymede a high-
energy overbank-flooding event deposited a large amount of gravel, over a mid-fourth millennium 
BC Neolithic occupation surface, in the last third of the fourth millennium (Needham 2000, 196-9). 
37 
During the Early Bronze Age further 
sedimentation along the Middle 
Thames Valley caused palaeochannels 
to silt up as the course of the river 
meandered across the floodplain. An 
example of this was found within the 
research area, where excavations in 
advance of a quarry extension were 
carried out in 2010 on the floodplain 
at Sonning Eye. A column sample taken 
from a palaeochannel, for palynology 
and entomology assessment of 
sediment samples reveals transition 
phases in the floodplain alluvium (Fig. 
2.10), suggesting initial fresh water 
conditions within the channel, which 
underwent various changes – leading 
to progressively more sedimentation. 
Interpretation of the results at Sonning 
Eye suggests the area, once a Holocene 
river channel, became marshland 
with small islands of higher ground 
that would have been seasonally dry. 
Eventually the floodplain was used as 
grazing land in both prehistoric and historic times (Porter and Weale 2014).  
In contrast to the Upper Thames Valley the soils in the Middle Thames Valley tend to be more 
acidic and less fertile where Clay-with-flints overlie the Chalk, and the gravel terraces have 
light, free-draining soils with flint inclusions. Another contrast between Upper and Middle 
Thames hydrology occurred during the mid Holocene, while the floodplain of the Upper 
Thames became dry the lower areas in the Middle Thames floodplain became waterlogged 
(Robinson 2011). 
During the historic period the importance of the River Thames flowing through the Lower 
Thames Valley is due to the initial urbanisation of Londinium during the Roman period 
and subsequent expansion into the city we see today. However, during later prehistory, 
Depth (m) Geological Unit Texture
0.00 to 0.04 Alluvium Sandy clay
0.04 to 0.31 Alluvium Silty clay












Fig. 2.10. Environmental column sample of Palaeochannel 
showing sediments and lithostratigraphic description. 
Source: Porter and Weale 2012, Appendix 7.
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and in particular the Neolithic period, this area appears to have held little significance 
in comparison to the Middle and Upper Thames Valley. Whilst there are some localised 
lithic findspots, which could be attributed to hunting activities during the Mesolithic 
and Neolithic there is a lack of evidence for any settlements, or monuments east of the 
Heathrow Terminal 5 complex. Although this may not be because they do not exist, rather 
because they have not been found due to the prehistoric landscape being buried. 
Palynological and molluscan evidence from the Stanwell cursus excavations depicts an 
open landscape after the elm decline, with open grassland which may have been managed 
by fire, by the Late Neolithic woodland had regenerated with arboreal pollen making up to 
80% of the pollen sample (Lewis 2010). But further east of Heathrow there is no evidence 
for forest clearing or farming until the Bronze Age (Wilkinson and Sidell 2007). After 
the elm decline the rejuvenation of woodland along the Thames continued eastwards, 
with alder carr present in the seasonably wetter environment, creating a wetland area 
with rising river levels. This was compounded by the tidal zone of the river progressing 
westward as sea levels rose, forming a wider marshland environment, which appears to 
have only occasionally been visited by Neolithic travellers en-route to the settlements and 
monumental complexes further west. The unfavourable mid Holocene environment of the 
Lower Thames Valley had become, as Wilkinson and Sidell (2007, 85) describe it, “a cultural 
backwater throughout the Neolithic”.
Rising river levels in the Middle Thames Valley during the Bronze Age created seasonally-
flooded expanses and marshy grassland across the floodplain, evidence for a more open 
landscape within the study area has been found at Thames Valley Park, Reading. Pollen 
evidence obtained during pre-development excavations in 1986-88 reveal an environment 
with cereals and bracken in the vicinity, and low levels of tree and shrub pollen, suggesting 
open areas, probably with rough grazing and some arable farming (Barnes et al 1997). Pollen 
evidence at other sites along the Middle Thames Valley, including Dorney, Eton Rowing 
Course and Runnymede, also indicates that by the Middle Bronze Age the landscape was 
more open, with large areas of pasture along with cereal cultivation on the terraces beside 
the river. Small amounts of tree pollen in the samples indicate woodland was nearby, possibly 
on the slopes rising up to the Chilterns (Lambrick and Robinson 2009, Robinson 2011).
Having reviewed the published excavation reports regarding the early to mid-Holocene 
environmental evidence along the Middle Thames Valley, it could be assumed that the 
environment at Shiplake may have been similar to that of Dorney or the Eton Rowing 
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Course. Taking this view would suggest that, with post glacial climate amelioration, the 
area had periods of open landscape and carr woodland beside a multi-channel river, with 
dry gravel islands across a wide floodplain, which eventually became a single channel, 
meandering river. On the higher gravel terrace woodland was at times dense but became 
more open, due to the landscape being managed by humans for livestock grazing, arable 
production and settlement.
Geology and topography of the transect 
The transect within the study area, where new fieldwalking was undertaken, crosses the 
landscape in a north-west – south-east direction from the Chilterns to the River Thames. 
The topography and geology of the transect (Fig. 2.11, page 40) is as follows: the area from 
Nettlebed to Rotherfield Greys is predominantly composed of Cretaceous Chalk overlaid by 
pockets of Eocene clay and Pleistocene gravels and clay with the underlying Chalk exposed 
in a number of limited places (Corbyn and Mitchell, 2005, 3). The landscape is a mixture of 
open land on Nettlebed, Kingwood, Sonning and Peppard Commons, with grassland and 
wooded pasture around Rotherfield Greys. 
The geology of the Ancient Channel has been discussed in detail earlier (page 34). South of 
the Ancient Channel the landscape is a mix of arable fields and pasture. There are blocks 
of semi-natural ancient woodland and grassland on the slopes leading from the Winter Hill 
Terrace at High Wood down to the Boyn Hill Terrace at Shiplake (Fig. 2.12).


















































































































































































































































































A dry valley runs across the field off Kiln Lane (Fig. 2.13), cutting into the Chalk, which was 
visible as a white band showing through the plough soil. Fig. 2.14 (overleaf) shows the large 
arable fields around Shiplake Court Farm, which are on the Boyn Hill Terrace directly above 
the Thames floodplain. Here the geology is Cretaceous Chalk overlaid with Pleistocene 
gravels, with an area of Head deposit in the field at Memorial Avenue, which contributed to 
the particularly wet and sticky conditions when fieldwalking.
Fig. 2.13 Top: Dry valley running east-west across the field north of Kiln Lane, Shiplake. Bottom: Deer 
standing on the slope provide a reference for scale, just above them is an area where the Chalk is close 
to the ground surface.  Photos: Author.
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Fig. 2.14. Views from Warren Hill – large arable fields on the first terrace above the river at Shiplake. 
Top: west – toward the site of the Eye and Dunsden causewayed enclosure. Centre: north – across the fields 
around Shiplake Farm. Bottom: south – from the first terrace across the Thames floodplain. Photos: Author
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Investigating the landscape of the study area
Taking a holistic approach to researching the use of the land within the study area (Fig. 2.2) 
includes considering the influences exerted on the area during the past and how these may 
have contributed to the formation and structure of the contemporary landscape. Looking at 
the areas that were perceived as significant by past communities should help to gain a proper 
understanding of the landscape since the arrangement of territories from river to watershed 
and lowland to upland is a recurrent theme through history (Rippon 2004). The tithe maps for 
the parishes within the study area demonstrate this as each parish has a portion of the River 
Thames allocated to it, even though it may be situated away from the river. 
Aerial photography of the area taken during the Second World War years is also a useful tool 
to see if any prehistoric monuments may be evident prior to the more recent farming practices 
of mechanised deep ploughing and urban expansion. From the English Heritage Archives at 
Swindon the RAF photographs shown in Figs. 2.15 and 2.16 show the area around Shiplake 
and Rotherfield Greys in November 1946. Other photography held in the archive shows more 
recent images of an unrecorded rectilinear feature, beside High Wood, seen as a crop mark at 
SU751793 taken in July 1993, which was not visible on the 1946 image (Fig. 2.17). 
Fig. 2.15. Vertical aerial photograph taken over Rotherfield Greys (SU 728 819) November 1946. 
RAF photo: NMR Swindon. (Ref. No. RAF/CPE/UK/1827 FR: 4011)
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Fig. 2.16. Vertical aerial photograph taken over Shiplake (SU 754 792) November 1946. The area highlighted 
is shown below in the 1993 oblique photograph, a derelict Grovelands Barn may still be visible in the top left 
corner of the highlighted square. RAF photo: NMR Swindon. (Ref. No. RAF/CPE/UK/1827 FR: 3113)
Fig. 2.17. Oblique aerial photograph taken over Shiplake (SU 750 792) July 1993. A rectangular feature is 
visible as a crop mark at the edge of the field, while no trace of Grovelands Barn is visible. 
© English Heritage
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Fig. 2.18. Grovelands Barn shown on the 1880 map of the area seen in Figs. 2.16 and 2.17. 
© Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group Limited (2014). All rights reserved. (1880)
Fig. 2.19. Laying a grid over the area of the feature in Fig 2.15 for a resistivity survey. Photo: Author.
While this feature is not indicated on the available maps, however just to the south Grovelands 
Barn is recorded on the 1880 and 1900 maps (Fig. 2.18). The barn is not present on the 1910 
or later maps, although looking at the aerial photo (Fig. 2.16) it may be derelict in 1946. At the 
site today (Fig. 2.19) there is no structural evidence of its existence but there is a quantity of 
brick and tile present in the plough soil in and around the area indicated on the 1880 map. This 
feature will be discussed further with the analysis of the flint collected from the survey here at 
High Wood (page 246). 
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Rotherfield Greys
In the RAF photographs of Rotherfield Greys, Greys Mound (Fig. 2.20) can be seen as quite 
a distinct mound although this was still unrecorded on the maps in the 1930s, in fact it 
remained unrecorded until its presence was brought to the attention of the Ordnance Survey 
by David Nicholls in the 1950s (David Nicholls pers. com.) and was included on their 1960 map. 
Photographs taken in 2010 show the mound today much reduced in size although still visible 
from the air (Fig. 2.21). While there are no other features evident on the ground in the adjoining 
fields a search through aerial photos reveals a possible barrow site further to the north of this 
field, however SOAG carried out a geophysical survey of part of this field in 2011 but failed 
to find conclusive evidence of the features. Previously the author in conjunction with SOAG 
had carried out fieldwalking surveys (Eastment 2011), resistivity and magnetometry surveys 
and ground penetrating radar over the barrow at Greys Mound. Results of the surveys show a 
possible stone cist grave or cairn beneath the mound (Nicholls and Green 2011), either of which 
could date to the Late Neolithic, or Early Bronze Age. SOAG plans to expand the fieldwork with 
a geophysical survey in the adjoining field to the north, where a faint feature appeared to be 
evident on the 2010 photograph (Fig. 2.22). 
Fig. 2.20. Vertical aerial photograph of Greys Mound (circled).
RAF photo: NMR Swindon (Ref. No. RAF/CPE/UK/1920 FR:4078 F/20”//82 SQDN)
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Fig. 2.21. Aerial photograph of Barrow Field with the much reduced Greys Mound (circled), taken July 2010.
Photo: courtesy of Sue Sandford 2010
Fig. 2.22. Aerial photograph showing the field adjacent to Barrow Field where some possible circular 
features (circled) may just be visible. Photo: courtesy of Sue Sandford 2010
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Spanhill Copse, Eye and Dunsden
Air photography contributes to our knowledge of an area especially when evaluating the 
potential of a site for excavation. The information obtained from aerial photography can be 
very specific even to the possibility of pin-pointing a suitable spot for excavating at times 
(Wilson 2000, 26-27). However, this is not always the case. The identification of a possible 
causewayed enclosure at Eye and Dunsden from aerial reconnaissance of the area in 
September 1970 by the RCHME Air Photographic Unit (Fig. 2.23), was investigated by Oxford 
Archaeological Unit in 1974 (Oswald 
et al. 2001, 154). Although the 
site was trial trenched they were 
unable to find any “features, either 
man made or geological, which 
could have caused the crop mark” 
(Hassall pers. com. cited in Palmer 
1976, 186). Unfortunately there 
was no mention of any worked flint 
recovered during the trial trenching 
and there was no published report. 
Oswald et al. (2001, 54) have 
since reassessed the evidence 
commenting that the “location of 
the trench was imprecisely recorded”, 
and consider the photographic 
evidence still supports this site as a 
probable causewayed enclosure. A 
more recent aerial photo from 2009 
supports this interpretation.
The field at Spanhill Copse was 
investigated as part of this research 
project by both fieldwalking and 
magnetometry surveys, the results 
are on page 213.
Fig. 2.23. Cropmarks north of Spanhill Copse, Eye and 
Dunsden, appear to represent part of a causewayed 
enclosure with two widely spaced circuits. 
Source: Historic England, Swindon (NMR 211357).
Fig. 2.24. Aerial photograph from 2009 showing the same 
crop mark. Source: Google Earth 2009.
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Sonning Eye
As Gates (1975, 37) did not plot the crop marks at Spanhill Copse when analysing the 
photographs available to him at the time, it must be surmised that either the photograph 
Gates was viewing did not extend to Spanhill Copse, or that any crop growing in the field was 
not conducive for producing crop marks. However Gates did plot a group of four circles on the 
floodplain (Fig. 2.25, A), along with another feature at Sonning Eye (B), an aerial photograph 
from 2005 clearly shows these features as well (Fig. 2.26).
C
AB
Fig. 2.25. Cropmarks north of the River Thames and southwest of Shiplake, Oxfordshire. The position of 
the possible causewayed enclosure is marked C.  Source: Gates 1975, 37.
Fig. 2.26. Aerial photograph from 2004 showing the features (A and B) Gates had previously plotted in 




The circular cropmarks (A and B) on the floodplain were investigated in 2010, as part of the 
planning process for an expansion to Caversham Quarry at Sonning Eye (Newboult and McNicoll-
Norbury 2011), by magnetometry survey and a trial trench was placed across feature (B) in 2011.
Results of the geophysics show five rather than four circular features (Fig. 2.27), these have been 
interpreted as an early-mid Bronze Age barrow cemetery (Bartlett 2010). The second circular 
feature Gates plotted was also picked up on the geophysics plot, but not the linear features either 
side (Fig. 2.27), although these are clearly visible on the Google Earth aerial photograph. Since 
the five Bronze Age barrows were excluded from the extraction area no further investigation was 
carried out. However, the single ring feature was not in the exclusion zone, so a trial trench was 
placed over it, for further investigation. While they did locate the ring feature in two places within 
the trench it did not provide any datable remains but the report states that “its morphological 
characteristics suggest it may be related to the barrows c.700m to the east” (Newboult and 
McNicoll-Norbury 2011, 15).
Fig. 2.27. Top left: Ordnance Survey map with the location of the site at Sonning Eye highlighted in yellow. 
Top right: Magnetometry survey of the barrows. Source: Bartlett 2010.
Above: Plan showing the circular feature and trench positions. Source: Newboult and McNicoll-Norbury 2011
© Crown copyright 2011
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Fifty-five 50m x 2m evaluation trenches were excavated across the site, these were placed to test 
cropmarks, geophysical anomalies and blank areas within the area of proposed development. 
These identified ‘remains of field systems and low-level settlement activity from the Middle Bronze 
Age to the Early Roman period’ and ‘additional undated features were also found elsewhere on the 
site resembling field systems and enclosure ditches’ (Newboult and McNicoll-Norbury 2011, 1). 
A total of 137 pieces of worked flint were recovered from the excavation, of these only three flakes 
were recorded as being retouched and were only given a broad date range of Neolithic or Bronze 
Age. Various flakes and fragments had evidence of simple platforms and had been struck with hard 
hammers, which is considered consistent with a late prehistoric date (Newboult and McNicoll-
Norbury 2011, 14). No further details regarding the worked flint was provided in the report, so it is 
not possible to make any direct comparisons with the lithics from the fieldwalking surveys. 
Several of the features revealed by the 
excavation were dated to the Late Bronze Age/
Early Iron Age, and include: 
•  The undated ring ditch (Fig. 2.27), which 
corresponds to the cropmarks and is 
interpreted as belonging to the Bronze Age 
barrow cemetery.
•  D-shaped ditched enclosure (Fig. 2.28), 
identified from the geophysics, containing 
three sherds of pottery and forty-five flint 
flakes, datable to the Late Bronze Age.
•  Two alignments of post holes, suggesting post-
built structures, one in Field 8 (Fig. 2.29) 
the second in Field 9. Although no datable 
finds were recovered from either feature, 
their proximity and alignment to the D-shaped 
enclosure and the barrows suggests they are of 
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Fig. 2.29. Plan showing the line of post holes in Trench 31, and photo showing the sectioned post holes. 
Source: Newboult and McNicoll-Norbury 2011
Fig. 2.28. Plan showing the geophysics of the 
D-shaped feature and trench positions. 
Source: Newboult and McNicoll-Norbury 2011
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Another ring ditch, and an enclosure associated with burnt pits was dated to the Middle Iron 
Age, and are considered to represent low-level settlement along with associated field systems 
dating to the period. Other pits and a ditch, dated by pottery, appear to have a Late Iron Age/
Early Roman date, although Newboult and McNicoll-Norbury (2011, 15) state these ‘may be 
intrusive’, so the features might be earlier.
Whilst Headland Archaeology were evaluating the site of the 2009 planning application for an 
extension to Caversham Quarry at Sonning Eye, excavations relating to an earlier extension 
application to the south-west (Fig.2.30) were also being carried out by Thames Valley 
Archaeological Services (TVAS). Here, located to the west of the site was a dense spread of 
burnt flint, measuring 22m x 11m, which was considered to be a burnt mound (Porter and 
Weale 2014). The mound comprised of three layers of burnt flint, with layers of silty clay 
between. Two samples of charcoal taken from the mound have provided radiocarbon dates 
of 1621-1498 cal BC (3281 ± 26 BP, KIA46452) and 1416-1266 cal BC (3075 ± 32 BP, KIA46453) 
© Crown copyright 2011
A
Fig. 2.30. The Middle Bronze Age burnt mound. 
Top left: Ordnance Survey map showing the location of the 
site, highlighted blue and the position of the mound (A).
Left: Plan of the mound. Photos: Top, the mound prior to 
sectioning (above).   Source: Porter and Weale 2014
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(Porter and Weale 2014, 111), dating the mound to the Middle Bronze Age with a timespan of 
at least 80 years separating two of the layers. 
Beneath the mound the excavation revealed evidence of earlier activity that was occurring prior 
to its formation. This was an oval patch of burning, measuring around 2m across, with fragments 
of burnt flint incorporated in it, which was interpreted as a hearth (Porter and Weale 2012, 
5; 2014, 115). The burnt mound will be discussed further, alongside the burnt flint recovered 
during the fieldwalking surveys at Warren Hill, see page 187. A second spread of burnt flint was 
uncovered 24m to the east of the mound, measuring 2.3m in diameter, charcoal samples were 
taken for dating but they did not provide a date for this feature (Porter and Weale 2014, 120).
Other features also investigated at this site were part of a palaeochannel, which cut through the 
gravel and was filled with a series of sedimentary layers, without any finds. As discussed earlier 
(page 37) a column sample was taken for palynological and lithostratigraphic assessment, which 
revealed the area was subject to a slow process of environmental change. Further soil samples 
were taken for palynological assessment, two were from silty clay at depths of 1.57m and 1.00m 
and one sample of alluvium at 0.12m. Pollen from plants favouring cultivated land (plantins, 
docks and the daisy family) were present along with a small amount of tree pollen, suggesting 
woodland was nearby. Predominantly open conditions were indicated by the frequencies of 
herbaceous taxa throughout the samples and “increasing fluvial influence” in the alluvium 
sample was indicated by the occurrence of members of the goosefoot family (Porter and Weale 
2014, 124). An interpretation of the environmental data indicates the site was frequently flooded 
and may have been an area of marsh at one time, and then when dry grazing land. 
Ten pieces of worked flint were recovered during the excavations, one of which is a blade type 
flake probably of Mesolithic date and another has shallow retouch along one edge and has been 
interpreted as a knife (Porter and Weale 2014, 121-122). The pieces that were recovered from the 
area with the mound have characteristics of Bronze Age knapping, which along with two sherds 
of flint-tempered pottery concur with the radiocarbon dates obtained from the burnt mound. 
This description of the flint is comparable with the lithics collected from the fieldwalking surveys 
in the fields around Shiplake Court Farm and suggests contemporaneous activity at both sites.
The archaeological evaluations at Caversham Quarry, Sonning Eye have provided evidence 
for Bronze Age activity on the floodplain, close to the area where the fieldwalking surveys at 
Shiplake have been carried out. This also demonstrates that areas on the floodplain during 
the Middle and Late Bronze Age were sufficiently dry, perhaps seasonally, for occupation. 
Further evidence of Late Neolithic to Late Bronze Age activity on the floodplain was found at 
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Little Marlow, 20km along the Thames east of Shiplake. Three burnt mounds were excavated 
in advance of sand and gravel extraction at Little Marlow in the 1990s, the three sites lay on 
both sides of a stream tributary of the Thames. One burnt mound was on the south of the 
stream and the other two on the north, they consisted of large areas of burnt flints and a 
deposit of black earth (Richmond et al 2006, 69). One mound was 50m north of the stream 
and was dated to 1745-1385 cal BC (3270 +/- 90 BP – Beta-82560). Another was on the north 
bank of the stream and a date obtained from charcoal from the central core of the burnt area 
was 2140-1920 cal BC (3660 +/- 40 BP – Beta- 130864), firmly within the Early Bronze Age. 
The third was around 50m to the south of the stream and was dated again from charcoal from 
the central core of the burnt material to 2475-2140 cal BC (3860 +/- 60 BP – Beta-130863), 
indicating this burnt mound to be the earliest dating to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age 
(Richmond et al 2006, 94-95).
LiDAR
With the development of LiDAR equipment in recent years the increased accuracy and effective 
capture of data, even in areas of thick vegetation, makes LiDAR an important resource to the 
archaeologist, but it is important to recognise that LiDAR has limitations and biases. However 
the general consensus of Challis et al. (2008, 1060-1061), and Crutchley (2009. 70) is that these 
limitations can be diminished when combined in a multi-disciplined approach. 
As LiDAR data has become more accessible it can provide another means of analysing the 
landscape especially when applying it in an integrated programme combining data from other 
sources, such as photographic, documentary, artefact surface collection, maps and geophysical 
surveys, within a GIS environment. Nevertheless, when using LiDAR data ‘ground-truthing’ is 
still required, especially in woodland landscapes. This is to establish the nature of the surface 
variation, especially if there are no air photos available as a cross-reference, so to eliminate 
any modern or agricultural features which may present themselves as potential archaeological 
features (Crow 2009, 60-61). The LiDAR tiles for the area where my recent fieldwalking surveys 
(F) have being carried out can be seen in Fig. 2.31. The LiDAR does  not reveal any previously 
unknown features present on the ground when compared with the Ordnance Survey map of 
the same area (Fig 2.31). 
Previously recorded prehistoric flintwork from within the study area
A search of the Historic Environment Record (HER) and National Monuments Record (NMR) 
of South Oxfordshire and West Berkshire, for a list of prehistoric flint artefacts recorded from 
around the study area, demonstrates the paucity of the archaeological record for this location. 
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The majority of the Later Prehistory HER entries are of individual finds of worked flint, including 
Mesolithic and Neolithic axe heads and the occasional item of prehistoric metalwork. York 
(2002, 82-3) lists 21 items prehistoric metalwork, which can be provenanced to the Thames 














Fig. 2.32. Ordnance Survey map of the same area as the LiDAR tiles. Areas fieldwalked are indicated (F)
© Crown copyright 2011 
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Thames between 1911 and 1980, which accounts for a concentration of find spots around the 
locks, since these were recorded as the find location (Jill Greenaway pers.com). 
Other finds including the majority of the Palaeolithic handaxes have been found as a result 
of gravel extraction, such as at Highlands Farm, or discovered during building work; the 
remainder consist of finds handed into the museums by members of the public. Appendix 1 is 
a synthesis of the information from the Historic Environment Records of South Oxfordshire and 
Berkshire and English Heritage’s PastScape database of the Historic Environment Records. This 
information provides a broad indication of prehistoric activity in the area, which can be useful 
as a basis for further research. Although it may possess some bias, since it has been compiled 
from a number of sources few of which have been the result of specific detailed archaeological 
survey or investigation. Likewise, and this is also applicable to the material deposited in 
museums, many of the lithics recovered as surface finds were either the result of a casual 
find or an unsystematic surface survey, with all the inherent problems of provenance for the 
researcher to overcome as described by Gardiner (1984, 15).
While this research project is concerned with the later prehistoric period, Mesolithic through 
to the Late Bronze Age, it is acknowledged that a large quantity of Palaeolithic flint handaxes 
and flakes have been recorded from the area, primarily from gravel pit or development sites. 
Although these will not be discussed here they have been listed in Appendix 1 to demonstrate 
the possible bias towards these types of artefacts, which members of the public may perceive 
as being something of ‘note’ that needs to be reported, while items of worked flint from later 
prehistory may be overlooked. 
Mapping the find locations of artefacts dating to the Later Prehistory period from the records 
(Fig. 2.33 overleaf), shows a fairly even distribution of Mesolithic, Neolithic and Bronze Age 
implements found along the River Thames with perhaps some concentration around the 
confluences with the rivers Kennet and Lodden. While Mesolithic and Neolithic finds also occur 
on the higher ground of the Chilterns in the areas around Nettlebed and Woodcote, the lack of 
Bronze Age worked flint recorded in these areas might show a bias since much of the flintwork 
relating to the later Bronze Age may not have been of specific tool types often collected or 
handed in to a museum. It is only from specific studies such as the fieldwalking done for the 
Lower Kennet Valley Survey (Lobb and Rose 1996), the East Berkshire Archaeological Survey 
(Ford 1987b) and at Mapledurham (Ford 1991b, 1998) or from my own fieldwalking surveys at 
Greys Court, Rotherfield Greys and Shiplake that the quantity of Later Bronze Age worked flint 
in and around the study area becomes apparent.
58 
Fig. 2.33. South Oxfordshire HER and the NMR records of prehistoric flint within and adjacent to the study 
area. (Illustration: Author. Sources: Base map: © Crown copyright/database 2013. An Ordnance Survey/








CHAPTER 3:  Landscape analysis
The landscapes that archaeologists study are essentially the culmination of the processes of 
geology, the formation of a natural environment and the actions of people past and present, 
which combined give a terrain its distinctive character. Geological forces have sculpted the 
land into hills and valleys, providing an assortment of soil types and conditions suitable 
for vegetation to grow, thereby providing habitats for insects, birds and animals. People 
throughout the past have used this complex landscape as a resource for subsistence, 
management and exploitation, leaving their mark in various ways. Some can be seen as 
permanent scars etched into it, others are less obvious – more like indicators of ephemeral 
moments as people may have paused or passed through. 
In this chapter I will be appraising the origins of landscape archaeology in general along 
with some of the theoretical approaches used to analyse prehistoric landscapes. This will be 
followed by a review of the extensive prehistoric landscape study that has been made in recent 
years on Cranborne Chase, Dorset and other fieldwork in the Upper Thames Valley around 
Dorchester-on-Thames, Oxfordshire. The chapter will conclude with an evaluation of fieldwork 
carried out in the landscape adjacent to the study area.
Historical and archaeological approaches to landscape analysis
Pryor (2011, 5) defines the landscapes archaeologists study as ‘the products of human 
efforts, combined with natural features of the terrain, which together give certain regions 
their distinctive character’. The perception of the landscape as a whole has in recent years 
become a widely debated topic between both archaeologists and historians, stemming 
from the publication in 1955 of Hoskins’ The Making of the English Countryside, which along 
with subsequent radio and television programmes had, according to Johnson (2007, 34), 
“a tremendous impact on the public consciousness of the historic landscape”. The approach 
advocated by Hoskins was to go out and walk across the landscape and experience it; 
his methods were akin to the Romantic tradition of the individual’s encounter with the 
landscape, as exemplified by Wordsworth, whom he much admired. As a historian Hoskins 
made use of Ordnance Survey maps and aerial photography as well as documentation to 
examine the countryside; however, his view of the landscape is fundamentally empiricist, in 
the belief that the experience would speak for itself. 
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However, Hoskins is right in the sense that personal encounter with a landscape is an essential 
element of a study of it, but just to experience it in this way would introduce a bias depending 
upon the individual’s epistemology. For example, the Normanton Down barrow cemetery in 
Wiltshire (Fig 3.1) is part of what may be described as one of Britain’s iconic prehistoric sites. 
While a walk across this landscape will give a great sense of place it will not provide answers 
regarding the chronology of the site, nor the society who constructed them. To gain a greater 
understanding of a landscape a holistic approach incorporating environmental, archaeological 
and anthropological research is required.   
Fig. 3.2. Arbury Banks, Northamptonshire. Landscape as a palimpsest, here modern ploughing has erased 
medieval ridge and furrow which is overlying an Iron Age fortification, now this too is being eradicated. 
© English Heritage 2003.
Fig. 3.1. Normanton Down, Wiltshire. Oblique Kite Aerial Photograph Photo: Hamish Fenton
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The analogy of the landscape as a palimpsest (Fig. 3.2) is one that has been frequently 
used in landscape studies. Crawford (1953, 51-2) suggests that “the surface of England 
is like a palimpsest”, which was “completely erased twice, by the Saxons and by the 
authors of the enclosures”. Johnson (2007, 59) comments “Crawford’s highlighting of these 
two archaeological horizons, which equate to historical periods, was too simplistic and 
demonstrates the influence of historians on landscape analysis”. Subsequent archaeological 
investigations have revealed a far more complex chronology, with much of the landscape, 
including mounds and field systems, having prehistoric origins, which instigated the 
requirement of an interpretive view in social terms as opposed to an empirical one defined 
from documentary evidence. 
What constitutes a landscape?
A critique of historical landscape analysis was one of the points the New Archaeology of the 
1960s aimed to address, by taking a more anthropological stance when considering prehistoric 
landscapes. The ‘idea of landscape’ has, according to Darvill (1999), received much attention 
in recent years in relation to heritage and the protection and management of sites and 
areas. However, the focus has been on the physicality of the landscape rather than exploring 
its metaphysical and social aspects; in this context the term ‘landscape’ is not simply the 
surrounding countryside, but embraces themes about relationships between the landscape, 
people, ideas and values. (See also Fairclough 1999, McGlade 1999 and Oliver 2007.) 
One misconceived assumption is that past people thought of the landscape in the same 
way as we in the ‘Western World’ do today. Anthropological studies have been shown to 
‘illuminate the way in which space is conceptualised and subdivided in a range of societies so 
as to produce socially meaningful places and landscapes’ (Darvill 1999, 112). For Aboriginal 
Australians the landscape is where “social identity is constructed and reconstructed in 
relationship to place and ancestral relations, as people live in and move through their 
landscapes” being “imbued with ancestral power and presence” (Smith 1999, 195 and 202). 
Using archaeological evidence Oliver (2007) discusses how recent pollen and charcoal studies 
have challenged assumptions that the Canadian north-west coast was an untouched wilderness 
by demonstrating that indigenous peoples managed the landscape. For them the landscape 
was an “arena of socially embodied interaction” (Oliver, 2007, 20), with people returning to 
specific places, coordinating their visits with others. 
These examples illustrate how it has either been assumed that remote areas remained 
uninhabited, or, where there is evidence of settlements, that those past societies were similar to 
those of today. While it may be true that as individuals ‘Homo sapiens’ from the Later Prehistoric 
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period would probably have had the same cognitive skills as people today and if put in a modern 
scenario may be indistinguishable, they would have had a different social background and 
ideology which was fundamental to both their behaviour and their lifestyle. According to Pryor 
(2011, xv) in prehistoric times “people’s beliefs, hopes and aspirations were as important to 
them when making decisions as were purely practical considerations”, so the positioning of Later 
Bronze Age farms and fields may have been influenced by the orientation of the sunrise, or they 
may have respected earlier burial mounds as much as other agricultural factors. 
The siting of prehistoric monuments has been the subject of much debate between 
archaeologists, with Stonehenge being at the forefront of recent research (Darvill 1999; 
Parker Pearson 2012). In areas where monuments have been preserved it has been possible 
to study their settings within the landscape and the features seen from each (see Figs. 3.3, 3.4 
and 3.5). Studies show that Neolithic tombs were generally positioned on hill crests so that 
they were easily visible from a distance but as approached disappeared from view until the 
final ascent was made. This suggests that the choice of tomb position was carefully planned 
within the landscape and is evident when visiting both West Kennet and Stoney Littleton Long 
Barrows (Fig. 3.3). Studies of Welsh Neolithic burial monuments by Tilley (1994), Cummings 
(Cummings et al. 2002, 57-68; Cummings and Whittle 2004) and Nash (2006, 2008, 345-362) 
in recent years have focussed on elements of tomb construction along with the inter-visibility 
between neighbouring monuments and the configuration of passage, chamber and monument 
orientation. From detailed studies of these Neolithic monuments it has been suggested 
that they were used for more than just burial; they were arenas for the gathering of people, 
veneration of the ancestors and for the exchange of material culture (Cummings 2008, 155). 
The idea of a socially constructed landscape has been embraced as a multi-disciplinary theme 
by archaeologists, anthropologists and geographers in recent years (see Bender 1993, 1999, 
2002; Bender et al. 2007; Darvill 1999, Edmonds 1997, Ingold 1993, 2000; Tilley 1994). Ingold 
(2000, 193) argues, “The landscape is the world as it is known to those who dwell therein, 
who inhabit its places and journey along the paths connecting them”. The landscape in this 
sense is a chronicle of life and dwelling and holds a lasting record of the lives and work of past 
generations; consequently a socially constructed landscape such as this is subject to continuous 
reinterpretation. Continuing in this vein, Ingold (1993, 2000) discusses the dynamics between 
task and environment and considers the duration and effort involved in different tasks, 
describing them as ‘taskscapes’. So the procurement of raw material for making tools and the 
act of making the tool are a series of related activities, which together form a taskscape and 
are performed within a landscape.
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Fig. 3.3. Stoney Littleton, Somerset. A Cotswold-Severn chambered long barrow constructed in the 
Neolithic, (although it has undergone renovation in 1858 and 2000) its location may have been chosen 
for its visibility from afar, although it disappears when ascending the steep slope until just a few hundred 
metres away. Photo: Author
Fig. 3.4. Stonehenge, Wiltshire, the henge monument is just part of this complex landscape. Photo: Author
Fig. 3.5. Greys Mound, Rotherfield Greys, Oxfordshire. Aerial photograph of the reduced mound 
(highlighted) and the surrounding landscape.  Photo: Courtesy of Sue Sandford, 2010 
Mound
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As this project is concerned with researching prehistoric societies from a study of the lithic 
record it is important to acknowledge there may be scant evidence remaining, especially for 
hunter-gatherer societies. But ethnographic studies indicate these people probably led rich 
symbolic lives and had strong attachments to specific parts of the landscape (Fullagar and Head 
1999). This poses the question as to how such prehistoric landscapes might be interpreted, 
Fullagar and Head (1999) suggest four approaches to the concept of ‘landscape’ that can be 
identified to overcome this problem:
•  a cultural landscape – a transformation of the landscape caused by human actions, such as 
stone quarries, monuments, burial mounds and ditches.
•  landscape seen as an expression of social formations and relations – the distribution of lithics 
away from their sources can indicate exchange networks
•  landscape as text – taking an empiricist view that it is a medium to be read for the ideas, 
practices and contexts constituting the culture which created it
•  a contested landscape – where people with different cultures or ideology either co-exist or 
compete for a particular place.
The burial mound known as Greys Mound at Rotherfield Greys, Oxfordshire (Fig. 3.5) provides 
evidence of a cultural landscape as described by Fullagar and Head. While a detailed analysis 
of the lithics from the ploughsoil around it may provide evidence of exchange networks, this 
might be difficult to demonstrate. Taking an empirical view when it comes to examining the 
lithic evidence collected from fieldwalking may prove a useful way to read this landscape, 
but this would need to be on a site-by-site basis – more like chapters in a book, which would 
gradually unfold to tell the story.  
Theoretical approaches to landscape
New or Processual Archaeology prioritised the objective recording of site data, which was then 
analysed through computer simulation to develop spatial models relating to trade patterns 
and settlement systems (Johnson 1999, 98-99), producing distribution maps “clothed with 
thiessen polygons, site catchments … all reflecting in various ways the ‘friction’ and impact 
of space on human affairs” (Tilley, 1994, 10). In contrast, Post-processual Archaeology took 
a phenomenological approach, which regarded landscape as the context for lived human 
experience, as such being ascribed with social and cultural meanings, which can be interpreted 
in many different ways. Post-processual archaeologists embraced the ethnographic studies 
of small-scale non-Western societies, which demonstrated places could be full of cultural 
meaning; this may be in relation to the topography of the landscape, its qualitative significance, 
and its use for a particular purpose or through a common experience (Tilley 1994; Johnson 
1999, 99; Casey 1996, 14-16).
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When conceptualising landscape New Archaeology considered space as an ‘abstract dimension 
or container in which human activities and events took place’ (Tilley 1994, 9), while landscape 
was seen as an object, something to which things are done, independent from its inhabitants. 
The Post-processual approach focused on space and place, regarding space as a medium 
rather than a container. Drawing on phenomenology Tilley (1994, 14-17) discusses the 
relationship between space and place, emphasising the “manner in which places constitute 
space as centres of human meaning”, the “knowledge of place stems from human experiences, 
feeling and thought”, while “space is a far more abstract construct than place … providing a 
situational context for places”. The theme of space and place was central to Post-processual 
phenomenological archaeology encouraging imaginative and valuable reinterpretations of the 
landscape settings and construction of different monuments (Brück 2005). 
The use of phenomenology as a way of studying the landscape and in particular the Neolithic 
landscape has triggered a great deal of discussion within British prehistory over recent years. 
During the 1990s the significance of Heidegger’s work for archaeology (Heidegger 1962) was 
one strand of philosophy deliberated by Tilley (1994) and Thomas (1993) amongst others.
In A Phenomenology of Landscape Tilley argued that archaeologists need to engage with 
the landscape first hand. Tilley (1994, 22-34) advocated the idea that the appearance of the 
landscape (topography) and the locales (natural features such as bays or inlets on a coastline or 
high points), were the qualities of the landscape that drew people to places to build monuments 
or settlements thereby ascribing them with social and cultural meanings, which he terms 
‘humanly created locales’ (Fig. 3.6). He considered that for an archaeologist to fully grasp 
the significance of a past landscape they need to experience it first hand, since by a physical 
engagement a greater understanding of the space or habitus could be gained. 
Fig. 3.6. Pentre Ifan, Pembrokshire. Neolithic  chambered tomb with Carn Ingli in the background. When 
viewed with Carn Ingli directly behind the angle of the capstone appears to mirror the slope of the hilltop.  
Photo: Author
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In principle Tilley is right in saying that to understand a landscape it is necessary to experience 
it oneself, however, as a methodology for accessing the experiences and interpretations of 
prehistoric people it is problematic. To begin with, it is unlikely that the form and character 
of the landscape will have remained static over millennia. Palynology has demonstrated 
that vegetation cover can change dramatically in some areas, from woodland or marshland 
to pasture either by processes of nature or human intervention (Dr Michael Keith-Lucas 
pers. com. 2013). In some places coastlines have receded while at others erosion threatens 
settlements, such as at Dunwich, Suffolk where much of the medieval village is now beneath 
the sea. Secondly there is the issue of our own ontology. Thomas (2004), although an advocate 
of phenomenology, acknowledges that because we ourselves are always socially embedded 
we cannot grasp the material world in its pre-cultural form; therefore, how we interpret the 
contemporary landscape will always be subject to this condition. 
However, phenomenology has been successful in encouraging archaeologists to think 
imaginatively about the landscape and has inspired a significant amount of fieldwork in British 
archaeology, although some of this work may be subjective and open to criticism. Fleming 
(2006) asks what happens when a phenomenologist encounters a landscape palimpsest, such 
as at Holne More on Dartmoor where prehistoric and medieval features are evident (see also 
Fleming 1999, 2005). Another critique comes from Brück (2005, 64-5), who states that while 
“phenomenology facilitates the identification or relationships that may have been considered 
significant in the past … it cannot tell us what those relationships might have meant”. 
Fieldwork by both Tilley (1994) and Cummings (Cummings and Whittle 2004) and their use 
of phenomenology to study the landscape settings of megalithic tombs around South Wales 
has come under much criticism (Barrett and Ko 2009, Fleming 1999, 2005, 2006). Fleming has 
made several comments regarding the argument between the relationship of the monuments 
and the surrounding landscape. His initial, and valid, point is that, due to the state of 
preservation of many of the tombs the “position of entrances, or the directions in which the 
tombs faced are frequently unclear” (Fleming 2005, 922), which leads to unreliable data being 
collected. Fleming continues by raising concerns about the association between the tombs and 
features within the landscape: i.e. rocky outcrops; hills; the sea and dramatic coastlines; which 
it appears are deemed ‘significantly associated’ with the tomb if they are simply ‘visible’ from 
the site; further commenting that Tilley and Cummings ‘chose’ to do their fieldwork where 
the location of many tombs on hillsides “virtually guarantees wide vistas of striking hills, rock 
outcrops and sometimes dramatic coastlines” (Fleming 2005, 922). 
Fleming (2005, 924) states that these varied approaches to location allows phenomenologists 
to say something apparently meaningful about any site. However there are other alternative 
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hypotheses that might govern the siting of megalithic tombs, these include: being where a 
special event took place; its relation to a settled area – either close to, as a central focus – or 
distant from, due to a fear of the ancestor’s malevolent power; it may have been overlooking 
a routeway where passers-by needed to take note of it; or it may have had links with other 
natural features such as sacred trees or liminal places such as springs or bogs (Fleming 
1999, 124); features that may not be apparent to an observer today. When Fleming revisited 
the monuments discussed by Tilley and Cummings he found it difficult to replicate their 
observations and described their version of landscape archaeology as being “dependent on 
rhetoric, speculation and argument by assertion” (Fleming 2005, 930).
Barrett and Ko (2009, 276) consider Fleming’s critique (Fleming 1999, 2005) of Tilley and 
Cummings is convincing, since in largely failing to grasp the power of phenomenological 
analyses, the various landscape approaches Tilley and Cummings used have failed to 
establish a credible body of historical knowledge. Barrett and Ko (2009, 279) criticise the 
phenomenological stance Tilley and Cummings engage in for their fieldwork, stating that the 
emphasis on ‘subjective epistemology’ – the belief that our own embodied experiences of 
landscapes and monuments must reveal to us something of the experiences of the people 
who once inhabited those same places in the past is problematic. This according to Barrett 
and Ko (2009, 284) is more in keeping with the phenomenology of Husserl, which they would 
be reticent in assigning any archaeological approach to, and is key to the problems with 
Tilley’s and Cummings’ work that has brought about much criticism. In contrast Barratt and 
Ko (2009, 285-6) suggest that Heidegger’s phenomenology significantly revises the basis of 
archaeological enquiry by making human agency the object of history and by questioning the 
traditional handling of the relationship between that agency and the material conditions of 
its existence. Therefore they consider the “phenomenology of Heidegger can offer a more 
positive contribution to our understanding of the historical context of the creation of these 
monuments” (Barrett and Ko 2009, 275). 
When the megalithic tombs were constructed the participants made choices as to the 
availability and selection of raw materials, the form of the architecture as well as the 
location of the monument, and what becomes “historically important is that by the acts 
of building these monuments a new perspective by which the landscape might be 
objectified, represented, and spoken about became possible” (Barrett and Ko 2009, 288). 
Claims by Tilley and Cummings that the motivation of the builders to position of the monument 
in the landscape, in a specific relationship with the surroundings, can only be observed by the 
tomb as viewed today, rather than on any locational significance prior to their construction 
and, as mentioned previously, there may have been other motives for the choice of location, 
which Tilley and Cummings seem not to have considered.
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Although these comments have been targeting Tilley’s and Cummings’ fieldwork on Neolithic 
monuments in South Wales they are also relevant for phenomenological field observations 
elsewhere, in essence it is the landscape today that is being observed, how we experience 
and understand it is by encountering objects just as they ‘exist’ within an everyday context, 
approaching things simply as they are rather than theorising about them from a detached 
perspective. It is using this process of engaging with things as they are, rather than their 
contemplation, which Barrett and Ko (2009, 282) emphasise, stating, “it is on this grounding of 
the experience of things within themselves that a theorisation of the world becomes possible”.
Applying Phenomenology to the research area 
Conducting a phenomenological study in the research area where multi-period surface lithic 
scatters have been collected is a daunting proposition. However, it is more feasible to characterise 
in general terms the topography of the area from which the lithic scatters have been collected, in 
order to try to identify a sense of space and place which the prehistoric inhabitants of the Middle 
Thames Valley might have identified in the landscape. To begin at Shiplake, the lithic scatters were 
recovered from a terrace overlooking a wide floodplain close to the confluence of two rivers. The 
view from the terrace extends to the south and east where it is not partially obscured by trees (see 
Figs. 2.14 page 42 and Fig. 7:5.18 page 216). Access to the terrace from the floodplain is via dry 
valleys, one of which provides a route up to the top of a high point on the terrace where evidence 
of a causewayed enclosure has been established. The siting of the enclosure in relation to the 
confluence of the rivers below and the viewsheds across the floodplain to the high ground on the 
south bank of the Thames would indicate this place was significant to people in prehistory. Further 
away from the river a lithic scatter on the second terrace at High Wood, where extensive views of 
the surrounding landscape extending from the south-west around to the east, indicates another 
place frequented by people in prehistory. Unfortunately it is not possible to gain access to the two 
golf courses at Mapledurham from which the material in the museum archives was collected to 
gain a better understanding of this landscape.  
Pasts and present
The landscapes we observe in the present are filled with the trappings of our modern day 
lifestyle, such as electricity pylons, wind turbines and mobile phone masts, there are areas 
of intensively farmed land alongside urban sprawl all connected by a vast communications 
network. Amongst this are relics from the past such as ancient ruins and monuments, old 
field boundaries, woodland and footpaths. Therefore it is true to say that a landscape has a 
complex ontology since it contains many pasts, Ingold writes in his essay The Temporality of 
the Landscape (1993 161-171; 2000, 198-208) it is as a network of interrelated times and time 
rhythms, or as Olsen (2010, 126) states, “The past is not left behind but gathers and folds into 
the becoming present”. So, wherever you look, you are actually experiencing a mixture of things 
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present in the here-and-now but which belong to different pasts creating connections between 
different times. This is demonstrated at Avebury (Fig. 3.7) where the landscape consists of 
prehistoric monument, Saxon church, medieval manor, contemporary village, 
World Heritage site and tourist attraction. 
To begin to analyse the prehistoric landscape then first requires some research into its 
historical pasts so that those elements can be understood before contemplating how it may 
have been used by prehistoric people. 
Fig. 3.7. Avebury, Wiltshire. 
Top: Oblique Kite Aerial Photograph showing part of the prehistoric monument with the village in the 
centre and roads dissecting it. Photo: Hamish Fenton
Bottom: Several pasts together in the present, stones of the prehistoric henge monument in front of 
medieval barns, which are now museum gift shops and cafe, and behind the Saxon church. Photo: Author
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Review of the archaeological investigations of the prehistoric landscape at Cranborne Chase 
In a paper published in 1993 Richard Bradley commented that, “it is unwise to assimilate 
the archaeology of the British lowlands to a pattern of development which is really defined 
around evidence from upland areas” (Bradley 1993a, 15). This observation arose from a rescue 
excavation on the Oxfordshire gravels in which he was a participant in 1983; while investigating 
two earthworks it became apparent that there were differences in Neolithic monument types in 
both their form and positioning between the gravels of the Thames Valley and the upland chalk 
of Cranborne Chase. Since my research area straddles the lower river gravels beside the Thames 
to the chalk uplands of the Chilterns it is important to gain an understanding of the differences 
that both areas may exhibit in the use of these landscapes during prehistory, which is why there 
follows a detailed synopsis of recent work in both these areas. 
Barrett and Bradley (1991, 4) describe the ‘prehistoric landscape, which is well preserved and 
strategically located’ as one of the important characteristics of Cranborne Chase (Fig. 3.8), 
which has resulted in its extensive investigation over the past three decades (Barrett et al. 
1991a; Barrett et al. 1991b; French et al. 2007; Green 2000). The reason for describing the 
Fig. 3.8. Oakley Down barrow cemetery with a Roman road cutting through the side of the nearest disc 
barrow, the excavated remains of Wor barrow is in the distance, Cranborne Chase. Source: Barrett et al. 
1991a, 126
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region as strategically located is because it lies at the junction of the Wessex chalk and the 
Hampshire Basin, here there is a similarity with my study area since it too lies at the junction 
of the chalk on the Chilterns with the terraces of the Thames although admittedly on a much 
smaller scale.
Cranborne Chase is well known archaeologically from the excavations carried out by General 
Pitt Rivers between 1880-1896 and published in four volumes entitled Excavations in 
Cranborne Chase (Vol. I 1887; Vol. II 1888; Vol. III 1892; Vol. IV 1898). Fieldwork carried out 
by John Barrett, Richard Bradley and Martin Green between 1977 and 1984 “focussed on the 
significance of large non-utilitarian monuments from earlier prehistory and the ways their 
presence influenced domestic activities around them” (Barrett and Bradley 1991, 1; Barrett 
et al. 1991a, 27). They also looked at the relationship in later prehistory between the older 
monuments, which were by then deserted, as the “landscape was transformed around the 
needs of food production” (Barrett and Bradley 1991, 1). 
Their research demonstrates that the landscape was being used for different purposes and 
provides evidence of the changing distribution of human activity from the Mesolithic period 
through to the Iron Age. An extensive programme of systematic fieldwalking on available 
cultivated land was done as part of the research (Fig. 3.9). The flints recovered were analysed 
along with other assemblages collected from previous field surveys carried out from 1968 and 
Fig. 3.9. The distribution and location of Mesolithic flint scatters in the study area in relation to the drift 
geology. Source: Barret et al. 1991a, 30
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the flints recovered during Pitt Rivers’ excavations. However, it is important to note that both 
these sources exhibit an element of bias since the earlier field surveys had not been walked 
systematically and Pitt Rivers had been known to reward his men when they found exceptional 
flint tools whist excavating, leading to a higher proportion of heavy duty tools and hand 
axes (Barrett et al. 1991a, 13, 29). Analysis of the lithic material shows that during the early 
Mesolithic the main focus for activity was in the areas of Clay-with-flints since they offered an 
important source of raw material. At a later stage the areas of greensand were being occupied 
(Barrett et al. 1991a, 29-31). 
While there are many complex monuments dating to the Earlier Neolithic period across 
Cranborne Chase, the lithic evidence from extensive fieldwork and excavation has only 
produced a few leaf-shaped arrowheads and one narrow flake assemblage (Fig. 3.10). This 
suggests limited settlement was occurring here at this period, in contrast to further south 
around the coastal plain where there are few monuments but more frequent finds of Earlier 
Neolithic flintwork (Fig. 3.11) (Barrett et al. 1991a 31, 53-8). During the Later Neolithic two 
distinct zones of activity become apparent from the distribution of flintwork recovered in 
the field surveys (Fig. 3.12). The major flint scatters are clustered on the Clay-with-flints, 
particularly the south facing slopes suggesting a preference for this specific type of location, 
while the range of tools from these assemblages suggest settlement and domestic activities 
(Barrett et al. 1991a 31, 59-62). In contrast, the smaller surface scatters were found in 
association with a feature of the “cultural landscape, the Dorset Cursus” (Barrett et al. 
1991a 64); while the range of tool types was smaller in these assemblages the quality of 
workmanship was higher, suggesting different activities were occurring between these and 
the Clay-with-flints sites. 
During the Early Bronze Age large barrow cemeteries emphasise the change in practices 
associated with monumentality in the landscape whilst demonstrating continuity with the 
previous periods. There appears to be a shift in the settlement pattern to lower ground, 
although lithic evidence for domestic activity is limited within the Cranborne Chase study 
area, while funerary monuments are plentiful and appear to follow the line of the Dorset 
Cursus, respecting the earlier monument (Barrett et al. 1991a 31, 109). The paucity of the lithic 
material in Cranborne Chase once again contrasts with the coastal area, where there appears 
to be a much higher level of activity. While only ten barbed and tanged arrowheads were 
recovered during the fieldwork on the Chase the Bournemouth area has on record 216 of this 
lithic type (Barrett et al. 1991a 31, 110-13). 
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Fig. 3.10. The distribution of 
Earlier Neolithic flintwork and 
monuments on 
Cranborne Chase. (Source: 
Barrett et al. 1991a, 32)
Fig. 3.11. The distribution 
of Earlier Neolithic flintwork 
and monuments around the 
confluence of the Rivers Avon 
and Stour.  (Source: Barrett et 
al. 1991a, 33)
Fig. 3.12. The distribution of 
Later Neolithic flintwork and 
monuments on Cranborne 





Evidence for settlement and farming during the Middle Bronze Age period is seen 
archaeologically as earthwork enclosures and lynchet systems. However, the majority of these 
features have been ploughed out in recent years although traces of them may still be evident 
from aerial photographs. Several enclosures were identified and excavated by General Pitt 
Rivers, among them South Lodge, Angle Ditch and Martin Down; the 1977-84 excavations 
returned to South Lodge to re-examine the site and its associated cemetery (Barrett et al. 
1991a 143-83, 223-6). Also excavated between 1977 and 1979 was a previously unknown 
settlement, Down Farm enclosure and cemetery, which had been discovered during the laying 
of a water pipe. No trace of the enclosure, which occupied a low plateau of the Upper Chalk, 
was visible on the surface apart from an ill-defined surface scatter of worked flint, having been 
obliterated by farming since the Iron Age (Barrett et al. 1991a 183-214). 
Late Bronze Age and Iron Age settlements on Cranborne Chase have been identified from aerial 
photography by their general morphology and have been recorded by RCHME (1970, 1972 and 
1975). These include ditch systems, enclosures, square barrows and two univallate enclosures 
– Penbury Knoll and Mistleberry. Evidence from within the Cranborne Chase study area 
indicate established settlements within an ordered agricultural landscape with mixed farming 
practices as well as some extensive ditch systems reserving areas of pasture, suggesting 
specialised stock rearing (Barrett et al. 1991a, 229). 
Since the late 1960s Martin Green (2000) has investigated prehistoric features across 
Cranborne Chase, concentrating on his land at Down Farm. His fieldwork there has made a 
considerable contribution towards a greater understanding of this landscape. Between 1992-94 
Fir Tree Field Shaft was excavated to a depth of 13.2m with auguring suggesting a further 12m 
to its base; this deep shaft probably formed by the collapse of an underground cavern which 
then gradually in-filled naturally, preserving an environmental sequence covering the late 
Mesolithic through to the late Bronze Age (Allen 2000, 36-49; French et al. 2007, 76-82, 280-
306). Radiocarbon dates have been obtained from within the shaft, providing dating evidence 
for associated artefacts with stratigraphic relationships. Over 6800 lithics were recovered from 
the shaft, with some of these being significant in that they represent either very early or late 
examples of their typologies and were from datable contexts (Fig. 3.13), amongst these were: 
•  an early oblique arrowhead from layer 5 (3350-3030 cal. , 3310-2910 cal. )
•  earliest dated polished axe from UK mainland from layer 6a (4240-3980 cal. )
•  eight microliths from layer 7 (4340-3990 cal. ) (French et al. 2007, 281-3) demonstrating 
activity in the area during the late Mesolithic/Early Neolithic transition period.
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Fig. 3.13. Environmental sampling in 1992 at the Fir Tree Field Shaft.  Source: Green 2000, 44.
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Between 1998-2003 a new project commenced led by French and Lewis, this time 
concentrating on the upper Allen valley area of Cranborne Chase and focusing on 
palaeoenvironmental and archaeological investigations (French et al. 2007). A principal 
emphasis for the project was the analysis of the landscape and land-use practices from 
an examination of buried soils using a combined approach of “soil stratigraphic and 
micromorphological study with pollen and molluscan analyses, in order to document landscape 
changes in the Neolithic and earlier Bronze Age” (French et al. 2007, 1). 
The evidence obtained from these environmental studies has shown that at Cranborne Chase the 
post-glacial landscape does not conform to the accepted models of unbroken woodland (Bennett 
1988, French et al. 2007, 207). Instead the results demonstrate that in the late Mesolithic period 
there was a diversity of vegetation with areas of forest broken by large natural glades “almost 
the size of parishes” (French et al. 2007, 187). Here human populations would have exploited 
fruiting trees and bushes as a source of food both from the nuts and berries as well as hunting 
the animals congregating on the fringes of these open scrub and grassland. Allen (in French et 
al. 2007, 188) suggests that the openness of Cranborne Chase may have attracted large human 
populations during the Mesolithic. Similar evidence for an open landscape has also been found 
at Dorchester and Stonehenge, which may explain why the archaeological record shows these 
places to have held significance, being areas with an abundance of sites attributed to late 
Mesolithic activity with continuity through to the Neolithic by their monuments. 
The concept of major forests across the Chalk of Southern England needs re-evaluating since 
the environmental evidence supports the lithic evidence in suggesting that the area was more 
open than previously thought (Allen and Scaife 2007, Vera 2000). Pollen and molluscan studies 
around Cranborne Chase indicate the landscape was a mosaic of woodland and clearances 
with rough scrubland in between (Allen and Gardiner 2009, French 2009, T. Brown 1997). This 
also leads to a re-thinking of the lanscape around Neolithic monument sites since studies have 
shown that many of these were constructed in areas with varied habitats, such as scrubland, 
natural or managed clearings (Evans 1975 cited in Allen and Gardiner 2009; Gillings et al 2008). 
Natural clearings may have held significance to late Mesolithic people eventually to be revered 
by the monument builders of the Neolithic (French et al. 2007, 188-9). Where the landscape 
was densely wooded, the river valleys would have provided an easier environment through 
which to navigate. The Thames valley and its tributaries appears to have been an important 
routeway during prehistory, as indicated by the number and distribution of sites. As mentioned 
previously, the positioning and form of the sites on the gravels of the valley terraces differed 
from those on the upland areas of Cranborne Chase, which has become evident as more have 
been discovered and investigated in recent years.  
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Review of archaeological investigations in the Upper and Middle Thames Valley between 
Stanton Harcourt and Heathrow
In 1960 the Royal Commission on Historical Monuments published A Matter of Time (RCHME 
1960), an extensive archaeological survey of the river gravels in England in response to the 
implications of gravel extraction driven by the increasing demand for gravel by the construction 
industry. The report highlighted the necessity for the archaeological potential for river gravel 
sites to be investigated and recorded so that proposals for conservation (where possible), or 
excavation (when threatened) could be made. 
During the next decade comprehensive surveys of the Upper and Middle Thames Valley 
were undertaken by systematically plotting cropmarks from aerial photographs, taken from 
over 30 years of aerial reconnaissance, onto a single set of maps of the modern landscape. 
The resulting reports (Benson and Miles 1974; Gates 1975; Leech 1977) now provide a 
valuable resource, since many of the sites have already been lost to gravel extraction. It also 
demonstrates the extent of human activity over a period of 6000 years along the river valley 
and the complexity of the monuments and settlements remaining in the archaeological record 
throughout the area. It allowed the patterns of ancient landscapes to emerge rather than 
simply separate sites, highlighting the density and variety of settlement on the gravel terraces 
along the Thames (Allen et al. 1997). As these reports concentrated on the river terrace gravels 
the higher plateau gravels were not included, although these too were potentially under threat 
from gravel extraction. 
Gravel extraction was also a grave concern In the Lower Kennet Valley, in particular the area to 
the south of Reading close to the confluence of the Kennet and the Thames. English Heritage 
commissioned a fieldwalking survey of the Lower Kennet Valley, which began in 1976-9 and 
was extended in 1982-7; it also included regular visits to commercial gravel pits to record 
archaeological features before they were destroyed (Lobb and Rose 1996). 
Many of the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age sites lie close to the river, clusters of activity have 
been found around Stanton Harcourt, Abingdon (Hey and Robinson 2011b, 248-251; Holgate 
1988) and North Stoke (Fig. 3.14) (Case, 1982; Ford 1987a, 1991a) in the Upper Thames 
Valley; and at Eton, Bray, Maidenhead, Windsor (Allen et al. 2004) and Heathrow Terminal 5/
Perry Oaks (Lewis and Welsh 2004, Lewis 2006, 2010) in the Middle Thames valley. Some of 
these sites developed into large centres while others appear to have been small but had been 
intensively occupied for short lived episodes, suggesting part of the population was mobile at 
this time (Allen et al. 2013).
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The Upper Thames Valley 
Garwood (Garwood et al. 2011, 338-344) argues that the attention given to Wessex and 
its prehistoric monuments by archaeologists has created a bias in the record concerning 
the typology of ceremonial centres dating to the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age periods. 
Comparison of the large ceremonial centres along the Upper Thames Valley with those found 
in Wessex demonstrates that the complexes excavated at Drayton, Abingdon and Dorchester-
on-Thames were equal in their function and importance to their communities. 
According to Garwood (Garwood et al. 2011, 341-344) the main contrast between Wessex and 
the Upper Thames Valley is seen in their sequence, spatial distribution and the intensity of 
their construction events. In Wessex there was a stronger focus on a core area with an intense 
phase of building, while in the Upper Thames Valley the development was of multiple centres 
over a longer period of time. The cursus or bank barrow at North Stoke (Fig. 3.14), which is 
just beyond the study area, is typical of the type within the Thames Valley as well as being 
described as similar to sites in Wessex, (Case 1982; Hey and Barclay 2011, 295-6).
Hey and Robinson (2011b, 221-260) consider that the Early Neolithic timber building excavated 
at Yarnton may have been a pioneer settlement. A significant feature of the Yarnton site is its 
position, less than 0.5 km from the river on a gravel island in the floodplain (Garwood et al.  2011, 
351). This highlights the potential of the gravels of the Thames Valley whilst at the same time 
demonstrating the possible loss of similar archaeology during decades of gravel extraction, as 
discussed earlier. Fieldwalking had a key role in highlighting the prehistoric potential of the site 
at Yarnton at a time when it was considered that the floodplains were unsuitable for prehistoric 
Fig. 3.14. North Stoke, Oxfordshire. Neolithic cursus or bank barrow and Bronze Age cemetery. 
Photo: Allen 1933,868. Ashmolean Museum, Oxford
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occupation, as the densest flint scatters came from the floodplain (Hey 1998, 47-9). Further 
investigation revealed that discrete gravel islands, where prehistoric surfaces were closer to 
the modern ground surface, correlated with the lithic scatters. In addition, when excavated it 
became apparent that the prehistoric features had been cut into by ploughs during the Roman 
period, which would have redistributed the flints into the Roman ploughsoil; therefore they were 
within the reach of modern ploughs, resulting in them being brought to the surface during deep 
ploughing in the latter part of the 20th century (Hey 1998, 59). 
Affinities between Wessex and the Barrow Hills complex at Radley, Oxfordshire have been 
discussed by Healy (1999, 326) and Barclay (Barclay and Halpin 1999, 323) who highlight the 
parallels of the linear structure of the cemetery at Radley with the Lambourn ‘Severn’ Barrows 
and the Winterbourne Stoke Crossroads group. All three monument groups are also alike in 
that they are aligned on earlier Neolithic monuments; Radley with the Abingdon causewayed 
enclosure; Lambourn on a long barrow and Winterbourne Stoke with the Stonehenge Cursus 
(Barclay and Halpin 1999, 320-23), although it could be said that the Winterbourne Stoke 
barrow group is aligned on two Neolithic monuments, as the barrows are also in an alignment 
with the Winterbourne Stoke Long Barrow. The Barrow Hills cemetery is located on the 
second gravel terrace, 1.5km north of the river Thames, and extends for 1km across a spur 
of higher ground, it was in use over a period of nearly 3000 years. The cemetery consists of 
flat graves and at least 25 barrows of Neolithic and Bronze Age date aligned WSW-ENE on the 
east side of the Abingdon Causewayed enclosure (Fig. 3.15) (Barclay and Halpin 1999, 1). 
 Fig. 3.15. The excavated areas of the Neolithic and Bronze Age complex at Barrow Hills. (Barclay and 
Halpin 1999, 2)
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Farming practices in the medieval period had probably levelled the barrows, since there was very 
little evidence of any antiquarian disturbance (Woodward 2000, 90). The excavation was carried 
out in advance of a housing development; part of the cemetery had already been destroyed by 
gravel extraction and suburban expansion.  
The complex development of monuments at Dorchester-on-Thames provides evidence of an 
important and elaborate sequence of continuous use from the Early Neolithic through to the 
Early Bronze Age. The identified monument types are: ring ditches; cursus; enclosures; Beaker 
barrow; Big Rings henge; and a long mortuary enclosure (Bradley and Holgate 1984, 107-134; 
Garwood and Barclay 2011, 398-402). Bradley has considered and compared these monuments 
with their equivalents found on Cranborne Chase (see Table 3.1 below) and has highlighted the 
contrasts between the two areas (Bradley and Holgate 1984, 130-132). The evidence shows that 
while similar monuments exist in both areas, it is their size and frequency that stands out as the 
main differences. While larger and more isolated monuments are found in Cranborne Chase, 
the equivalent monuments are smaller and more common in the Upper Thames Valley. Healy 
(1999, 325) and Thomas (1999, 198) comment on the distinctive character of the Upper Thames 
monument clusters and consider that the distribution of these monuments are an indication of 
mobility between the Thames Valley and the Downs throughout the Neolithic period. 
Along a 70km stretch of the River Thames, between Stanton Harcourt and Gatehampton, are 














Mainly late types; monumental
Massive and isolated







Mainly late types; similar in form 
but much smaller in scale
Smaller scale; quite closely spaced
Earlier Neolithic origin; quite 
common; some fairly conspicuous
Throughout sequence, sites are 
smaller than major examples in 
Wessex. Large sites are also later 
than those in Wessex.
Table 3.1. Major contrasts between monuments in the Neolithic of Cranborne Chase and the Upper 
Thames Valley.   Source: Bradley and Holgate 1984, 130.
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include cursus monuments, henges, ring ditches (Fig. 3.16), and mortuary related enclosures 
(Bradley and Holgate 1984). These monument complexes appear to be at regular 5-10km 
intervals along the river, with Gatehampton being the most southerly; there is then a 20km 
gap until the cursus complex at Sonning (Barclay and Halpin 1999, 320; Gates 1975, 39; Slade 
1963-4). If these complexes are also to be considered as indications of settlement patterns, 
then there is a possibility that the research area around Shiplake, which lies on a gravel terrace 
spur opposite the confluence of the rivers Thames and Lodden and just to the north-east of 
Sonning, could have more archaeological potential that has been previously thought, which 
this research aims to demonstrate. 
The Middle Thames Valley
In recent years it has become apparent that the section of the Middle Thames Valley between 
Maidenhead and Heathrow contains a high density of Neolithic monuments and Bronze Age 
settlement and field systems. Some of the key sites are Eton (Allen et al. 2004, 2013); Horton 
(Ford and Pine 2003; Barclay et al. 2012); Heathrow Terminal 5 (Lewis 2010); Runnymede 
Bridge (Needham 1985) and Staines (Robertson-Mackay 1987).
 Fig. 3.16. Neolithic monument complexes between Stanton Harcourt and Stanwell.  
Source: Garwood et al. 2011, 340.
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Staines
Staines causewayed enclosure was first identified as a 
ploughed level enclosure by aerial photography in 1959 
and excavated in advance of gravel extraction by the 
Ministry of Public Buildings and Works between 1961-63 
(Oswald et al. 2001, 155; Healey and Robertson-Mackay 
1983, 1). The monument (Fig. 3.17), consists of two circuits 
25m apart enclosing an area of 2.4ha and ran parallel to a 
watercourse to the south-west (Hey and Barclay 2011, 291), 
the excavations show there may have been seven points 
of entry through the inner circuit with a principal entrance 
on the south-west side (Oswald et al. 2001, 51). In the 
years following this excavation other Neolithic monuments 
have been discovered within the local area adding to the 
understanding of this landscape in prehistory. 
Horton
Fieldwork in advance of 
the development of a flood 
alleviation scheme at Manor 
Farm, Horton in June 1990 
revealed a wealth of waterlogged 
organic artefacts in association 
with a C-shaped ditch, dating 
to the Early Neolithic enclosed 
by a later continuous oval ditch 
at around 3000BC, which was 
partially excavated (Ford and 
Pine 2003, 13). A large amount 
of struck flint, dating to the Early 
Neolithic, was recovered from 
the excavation, 358 pieces from 
the inner C-shaped ditch and 273 
from the outer oval ditch (Fig. 
3.18) (Ford and Pine 2003, 28-
30). Two subsequent fieldwalking 
surveys were carried out in 
1991 and 1992 at the site, 
 Fig. 3.17. Staines causewayed 
enclosure.  Oswald et al. 2011, 51
 Fig. 3.18. Horton oval feature, distribution of struck flint and stone. 
Ford and Pine 2003, 24.
N
83 
as this was to be developed for gravel extraction, from which were recovered concentrations of 
Roman and Medieval pottery along with struck flints and some sherds of prehistoric pottery (Ford 
and Pine 2003, 16-17). Investigations have continued at Horton since 2003 in advance of sand 
and gravel extraction by Wessex Archaeology, which in 2011, also provided an opportunity to 
further investigate the remainder of the outer ditch belonging to the oval barrow. 
Large areas of the site have been excavated since 2003 revealing a complex archaeological 
landscape. Lithic evidence shows activity dating to the Upper Palaeolithic from an assemblage 
of long blades found in an old river channel, whilst a flint scatter of cores, blades and burins 
of Mesolithic date have been interpreted as a knapping area (wessexarch.co.uk Horton 2013). 
The site also has occupation evidence from the Early Neolithic with four structures having been 
excavated, all rectangular in plan (Fig. 3.19). The first structure, House 1, discovered in 2008, 
was “constructed around massive corner posts with probable plank-built walls” (Barclay et al. 
2012, 1), the second, House 2, in 2011 was larger and of a different construction, defined by 
27 post holes, some of which were substantial, suggesting an upper storey (Barclay et al. 2012, 
1). Two further houses were discovered; House 3, in 2013, which was similar in construction 
to House 1, and House 4, in 2013, which was, like House 2, smaller and defined by post-
holes (Barclay at Prehistoric Society’s Spring conference in March 2014). House 1 has been 
radiocarbon dated to 3800–3640 BC; whilst precise dating for the other three houses is yet 
to be confirmed, it is probable that they are not all contemporary, but may represent a small 
community rebuilding over a couple of generations as one structure either became too small or 
began to decay. 
 Fig. 3.19. Early Neolithic houses at 
Kingsmead Quarry Horton. 
Above: Houses 1 and 3 constructed 
with plank-built walls.
Right: The post holes of House 2.
Sources: wessexarch.co.uk; Barclay et 
al. 2012, 1
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The excavations at Horton also revealed a Beaker burial of a middle-aged woman, which 
was accompanied by grave goods, including a fine decorated Beaker and the remnants of a 
necklace with gold foil, amber and lignite beads, indicating an important individual (Wessex 
Archaeology 2013). Two Early Bronze Age monuments were excavated, a circular barrow and 
a large ring ditch; both were the focus of funerary activity into the Middle Bronze Age and 
the ring ditch also had deposits of animal bones (Wessex Archaeology 2013). Investigations 
across the site have identified Middle to Late Bronze Age field systems with associated post-
built circular farmsteads along with pits and fence post-holes. Alistair Barclay, speaking at the 
Prehistoric Society’s Spring conference in March 2014, commented on the small amount of 
refuse evidence excavated here, in comparison with Eton and Runnymede.
The fieldwork at Horton provides an opportunity to consider the results of the fieldwalking 
surveys undertaken in 1991-92 against the subsequent discoveries found during the 
excavations. The arable areas (70ha) were fieldwalked along transects spaced 25m apart with 
collection points at 50m intervals along each transect, an area of 4ha adjacent to the oval 
barrow was walked along transects spaced at 10m and collection points at 25m (Ford and 
Pine 2003, 16). A total of 100 struck flints were recovered, 33 flints from the smaller 4ha area 
and 67 from the larger 70ha. Ford has interpreted the data to give a density of the flintwork 
at “about 35 per ha (extrapolated to assume 100% coverage) with peaks of about 100 per 
ha. These figures can be compared with the densities recorded for river gravels (including 
the Thames) collected by the East Berkshire Archaeological Survey” (Ford and Pine 2003, 17). 
Rather than examine artefact densities within the area fieldwalked to see what they might 
demonstrate, Ford has only looked at what this might mean at a regional level, I consider the 
practice of extrapolating the data to provide an overall density per hectare for comparison with 
assemblages from other sites, as demonstrated here, is questionable and can be misleading. 
The low surface collection results would not be considered indicative of a possible ‘site’ at this 
location, especially since they do not demonstrate any degree of clustering, although Ford 
does acknowledge that with the field methodology used any density clusters may have been 
missed (Ford and Pine 2003, 17). The flintwork collected was generally undiagnostic, so it was 
not possible to date it to any particular period. When comparing the fieldwalking results with 
the plan of the features excavated (Fig. 3.20) it becomes apparent that the potential of the site 
was not evident from the fieldwalking surveys. A reason for this could be because the features 
were covered by alluvium to such a depth that they were not disturbed by ploughing, and so 
remained preserved beneath the modern ground surface, in the natural brickearth just above 
the gravel. This example demonstrates how absence of evidence is not evidence of absence, 
and that relying on fieldwalking alone to determine the potential of a site can be misleading 









 Fig. 3.20. Plans of the 
fieldwalking results at Horton. 
Right: Plan A shows the 
area walked using in 25m 
transects. 
Plan B shows the area walked 
using in 10m transects.
Below: Plan of the excavations 
at Horton with the 1991-92 
fieldwalking results overlaid. 
Plan A is in dark blue and 
Plan B is in purple. 
Sources: wessexarch.co.uk; 
Ford and Pine 2003,15.
Plan A Plan B
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to warrant further investigation, prior to and during the gravel extraction, the wealth of 
prehistoric features, and four Neolithic houses, may not have been discovered. This is contrary 
to the investigations at Yarnton where the fieldwalking results had been a contributory factor 
in the subsequent excavation of the floodplain (Hey 1998, 47-9).
Runnymede Bridge
At Runnymede Bridge alluvium deposits covered and preserved structures and surface deposits 
dating to two main phases of occupation (the Middle Neolithic and the Late Bronze Age) on a 
gravel island that had formed and become a stable land surface during the Late Mesolithic to 
Early Neolithic (Fig. 3.21) (Needham 2000, xiii). Evidence was found of a post hole dating to the 
Mesolithic period as well as microliths and a cluster of straight-backed bladelets interpreted as 
forming a hafted set (Needham 2000, 71). Evidence for Middle Neolithic occupation was in the 
form of many cut features, extensive spreads of in situ refuse, hearths and evidence of possible 
post-built structures (Hey and Robinson 2011b, 253; Needham 2000, 196). An assemblage of 
Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age transverse and barbed and tanged arrowheads was also 
found scattered across the site, suggesting intermittent episodes of activity relating to hunting 
were occurring at this time (Needham 2000, 72). 
The Late Bronze Age occupation of the site 
was extensive and many subsurface features 
accompanied by surface deposits were 
located, all rich in artefacts (Fig 3.22). A focus 
appears to have been on the waterfront, 
where along with associated structures a 
succession of two waterfront palisade footings 
and a hard-standing were excavated, along 
with an accumulation of refuse including 
an articulated dog skeleton which has been 
dated stratigraphically to around the end of 
the ninth century BC (Needham 2000, 208-9). 
 Fig. 3.21. Formation of the gravel island and areas of activity in the Early Neolithic and Late Bronze Age.
Source: Needham 2000, 224, 227
 Fig. 3.22. Excavations at Runnymede.
Source: Robinson and Lambrick 2009, 297
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Needham and Spence (1996, 242-48) have made a distinction between what they consider to 
be occupation deposits and midden deposits from their investigations at Runnymede, because it 
shows the development of extensive refuse-rich deposits in the Late Bronze Age. The midden site 
at Runnymede has been interpreted as indicating that this was a special place where unusually 
rich and complex deposits accumulated, far more than from most contemporary settlements, 
suggesting this was a place where people were 
gathering from further afield and engaging in 
activities involving food consumption and possibly 
trade (Lambrick and Robinson 2009, 279-82). 
Heathrow Terminal 5
The excavations between 1996 and 2007 at 
Perry Oaks and Heathrow Terminal 5 provided 
an opportunity to investigate an area within a 
landscape where, due to increasing development, 
many prehistoric monuments had been identified 
in recent years, including the Staines Neolithic 
causewayed enclosure, the Horton oval barrow 
and the Stanwell cursus. No fieldwalking was 
carried out at the site since it had been previously 
developed, which had removed much of the 
topsoil and subsoil, along with any lithic scatters 
that may have existed. However, worked flint 
was recovered from features excavated and 
demonstrates a presence here from the Late 
Mesolithic through to the Late Bronze Age (Lewis 
2010, 45).
Neolithic evidence from the Perry Oaks and 
Terminal 5 excavations consists of: four cursus 
monuments of different lengths; three sub-circular enclosures; two post-hole complexes and 
possible settlement comprising of pits and post-holes (Lewis 2010, 30-33). The most notable of 
these monuments is the Stanwell cursus, being the second longest in the country at 4km long, 
this very straight and narrow (20m) monument was until 1980 mistaken for a Roman road from 
aerial photography (Lewis 2006, 49; Lewis 2010, 89; Loveday 2006, 97). Its construction suggest 
this cursus is actually a bank barrow, since it has a raised central bank with ditches either side; 
this was confirmed from a digital re-examination of the Air Ministry survey undertaken in 1943 
prior to the construction of Heathrow Airport, which showed a surviving central bank to the 
 Fig. 3.23. Reconstruction of the Stanwell 
cursus, south section at Heathrow Terminal 5.
Source: Lewis 2010, 90
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height of 0.4m (Lewis 2010, 89). During the terminal 5 excavations a reconstruction of the cursus 
based on the southern section was carried out (Fig. 3.23), from this experiment the construction 
of the bank and ditches demonstrates the significance of this monument may have had in the 
landscape. While the purpose of cursus monuments is still uncertain, it is generally thought that 
their function was as a place where ceremonies involving people making processions along them 
occurred. The close association of earlier monuments such as oval, U-shaped or rectangular 
enclosures in their proximity suggests they may have formed a physical or symbolic link between 
the living and the dead (Bradley 1993b, 47-58; Garwood et al. 2011, 354-55). People processing 
along the top of the Stanwell monument would have been clearly visible, since the landscape 
here is very flat; it would also have formed a barrier to east-west movement. 
During the Bronze Age the way people chose to construct their physical environment altered, as 
evidence shows the landscape was being divided into a series of farmsteads interconnected by 
trackways (Lewis 2010, 135-152). The excavation provided evidence of between seven and nine 
“settlements of varying size, each set within its own system of fields and enclosures” (Lewis 2010, 
135). The field systems on the western side of the excavation appeared to have no dominant 
orientation, while those on the eastern side were more regular and had a prevailing orientation, 
Yates (2007, 15) classifies these field systems as aggregate with no specific orientation and coaxial 
with a prevailing orientation. Between these two field systems there is an open area of land, 
which has been interpreted as being a 3ha plot of ‘common land’, which was untouched and 
appears to be empty of any features from any of the preceding periods. This, together with the 
different field systems, raises the question as to whether this marks a division between two major 
settlements, one based in the Colne valley to the west, the other in the east on the Heathrow 
Terrace (Lewis 2010, 206). 
Leivers (Lewis 2010, 138, 148-151) comments that it is difficult to give a chronology for the 
farmsteads and field systems, but based on the available radiocarbon evidence Farmstead 
3 and Farmstead 8 both had an early date for some form of activity. Leivers suggests that 
Farmstead 3 might claim to have primacy due to its relationship with cursus 2 and the 
‘D’-shaped enclosure, while all the other field systems and farmsteads either “ignored or 
slighted” the Neolithic earthworks. However, when considering the overall alignment of the 
coaxial field system, containing Farmstead 8 on the eastern side, it could be argued that 
they honour the direction of the Stanwell cursus (Fig. 3.24). So perhaps the farmsteads of 
the coaxial field systems were the primary settlements aligned on the major monument that 
marked their landscape, while the farmsteads to the west that intrude upon the Stanwell 










































   
   




   
   
























































Over a 15-year period between 1985 and 2000 a large-scale investigation of the landscape 
for the Eton Rowing Course and the Maidenhead-Windsor Flood Alleviation Channel Scheme 
was carried out. This incorporated a walkover survey (Carstairs 1986), subsequent phases of 
evaluation of the overall area, followed by excavation of those areas deemed to have the most 
archaeological potential (Allen et al. 2004, Ford 1991c). According to Allen et al. (2004, 82-3; 
2013, 488) they have identified “one definite and one probable causewayed enclosure and a 
number of mortuary enclosures and ring-ditches” along the stretch of the Thames between 
Maidenhead and Windsor, which Gates’ aerial survey “did not identify”. However it is only 
fair to state that Gates (1975, 46-7) could only work from the aerial photography available to 
him and that he had recorded numerous features within the locality both on the maps and 
in his notes, sufficient to warrant this being 
regarded as an area of great archaeological 
potential (Figs. 3.25 and 26). The results of 
the fieldwork at Eton demonstrated that the 
area was frequently visited during the early 
Mesolithic with over 30,000 struck flints 
present in the main site (Allen et al. 2013, 
483-5), suggesting it might have been a river 
valley base camp. Although there are early 
Neolithic middens at the site, Allen considers 
early Neolithic continuous occupation is 
Fig. 3.26. Cropmarks 
around Bray and Dorney, 
from Gates aerial survey 
work of the Middle 
Thames Valley.  Source: 
Gates 1975, 46, 79.
Fig. 3.25. Double concentric ring-ditch (Neolithic 
or Bronze Age) at Dorney, photo: St Joseph 1957. 
Source: Gates 1975, 46, 79.
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unlikely, due to the absence of any evidence for permanent buildings, hearths and numerous 
pits or field boundaries; along with insufficient numbers of artefacts (Allen et al. 2013, 497-8). 
“Instead, a cycle of repeated visits, perhaps seasonal, would fit the evidence better. Given 
the number of early Neolithic sites now known in the vicinity, a pattern of cyclical movement 
between them is needed to explain both their number and the environmental evidence for 
only limited clearance of the woodland” (Allen et al. 2013, 497). Allen considers the cycle of 
visits may have been at 7-10 yearly intervals, which would allow the soil nutrients to replenish 
between crops, with a local group moving between sites along the river valley. 
Evidence shows that an extensive Early Bronze Age settlement was also present on the 
floodplain with its focus on the lower-lying areas now deeply buried (Allen et al. 2004, 82-98). 
Two areas of Middle Bronze Age enclosures and fields were identified, covering around 40ha, 
and show the extensive exploitation of the landscape in the area (Lambrick and Robinson 2009, 
128-9). This intensity of Middle Bronze Age coaxial field systems is also reflected from Windsor 
through to Maidenhead, as well as around Runnymede and Reading (Fig. 3.27) (Yates 2007, 29-
36). The fieldwork at Dorney and Eton highlights the discrepancy between the perceptions of an 
area’s archaeological potential as gauged from only one source of survey, i.e. aerial photography, 
with it’s acknowledged biases and at times problematic interpretation (Wilson 2000, Ceraudo 
2013) and the actual archaeology on the ground, which in the case at Dorney Reach and Eton 
was identified through ground walking surveys, fieldwalking and eventual excavation. With this 
in mind, when considering the evidence as presented by Gates (2005, 37-9) for the stretch of the 
Thames between Cavesham and Shiplake there would appear to be very little evidence, except 
around Sonning, for any significant archaeological potential within the area. 
Fig. 3.27. Middle Bronze Age Field systems between Windsor and Reading. Source: Yates 2007, 34
1 Brimpton; 2 Aldermaston Wharf; 3 Field Farm, Burghfield; 4 Anslow’s Cottages, Burghfield; 5 Knight’s Farm, Burghfield; 6 Pingewood, 
Burghfield; 7 Moore’s Farm; 8 Reading Business Park; 9 Marshall’s Hill; 10 Grazeley; 11 Hartley Court Farm; 12 Land West of Park Lane, 
Charvil; 13 East Park Farm, Charvil; 14 Taplow; 15 Weir Bank Stud Farm, Bray; 16 Eton Rowing Lake; 17 Marsh Lane East; 18 Lake End 
Road; 19 Datchet. 
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A review of the landscape and previous fieldwork adjacent to the study area
Sonning
The small complex of Neolithic monuments at Sonning, Berkshire (Fig. 3.28), which lie to the 
south of the Thames and is on the periphery of the study area, were first photographed by St. 
Joseph in 1959 (Fig. 3.29) and comprise a cursus, two rectangular enclosures and a possible 
oval ring ditch (Gates 1975, Ford 1987b, Dawson 2012). Cecil Slade visited the site and noted 
that the “crop marks were clearly visible from ground level” and was able to place markers 
and plot much of the complex before the crop was harvested. (Slade 1963-4, 4). Again, as at 
Dorchester, Dorney and Eton these features are on the lower-lying areas at the edge of the 
floodplain. During two periods of extreme wet weather in 2013/14 the floodwaters along the 
Sonning Eye to Shiplake stretch of the Thames reached the edge of the fields containing the 
cursus and the rectangular enclosures on the south of the river.
Fig. 3.28. Cropmarks around Sonning including: cursus at C; rectangular enclosure and circular cropmark 
are indicated at A; excavated rectangular enclosure and curvilinear ditch are at E; possible oval ring 





In the early 1960s Slade excavated one of the rectangular enclosures (“E” on Fig. 3.28) at 
the eastern terminal of the cursus. The excavation was carried out using a system of 9x9ft. 
boxes with 3ft. baulks over the centre of the enclosure, with larger areas opened over the 
ditch corners (Slade 1963-4, 6-8). The excavations revealed a continuous ditch, enclosing a 
rectangular area 30m x 20m, containing a number of other archaeological features including 
pits and postholes. A small amount of bone was also found but was too degraded to ascertain 
if it were human, which may have indicated that this was a funerary monument (Ford 1987b, 
62). Also recorded was an assemblage of around 500 pieces of flint; some of the pieces were 
conjoining flakes suggesting a possible in situ knapping area (Slade 1963-4). One corner of the 
ditch had been destroyed by the later cutting of a linear Roman ditch. 
A recent magnetometry survey by Thames Valley Archaeological Services in November 2012 
(Figs. 1.30 and 1.31) successfully identified all of the crop mark features plotted from the aerial 
photography and managed to record the full extent of the cursus as well as some additional 
features of archaeological potential including a third rectangular enclosure (Dawson 2012). The 
cursus appears to be 200m long and 35m wide with only a single entrance on the eastern end. 
The circular feature produced the strongest response during the survey and measuring 26m in 
diameter and is most probably a ring ditch. Either side of the ring ditch are the two rectangular 
Fig. 3.29. Neolithic cursus, two rectangular enclosures and a ring-ditch at Sonning, Berkshire. 
Source: Gates 1975, 78 (photo: St Joseph 1957).
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Fig. 3.30. Straighthanger Field, Sonning, Berkshire. Geophysical survey: 
plot of the processed gradiometer data. Source: Dawson 2012, 13.
Fig. 3.31. Straighthanger 
Field, Sonning, Berkshire. 
Interpretation of the 
geophysical survey data. 
Source: Dawson 2012, 14.
enclosures identified on 
the aerial photograph 
(E1 and E2 on Fig. 1.31), 
both aligned northwest 
– southeast. However 
the third rectangular 
enclosure (E3), revealed 
by the magnetometer 
survey, is aligned on a 
southwest – northeast 
axis and measures 25m x 
20m; it lies between the 
cursus and the other two 
enclosures, overlapping 
enclosure E2, but this 
relationship is unclear 
(Dawson 2012, 4-5). 
The survey also identified 
most of the elements of 
the feature interpreted 
by Gates (1975, 38) as 
a polygonal enclosure, 
although from the 
interpretation of the 
processed data below this 
now appears to look more 













































Positive anomaly – possible  
cut feature (archaeology)
Negative anomaly – possible 
earthwork (archaeology)
Ferrous spike – probable  
ferrous object
Magnetic disturbance caused by 
nearby metal objects/services
Weak positive anomaly – 
possible cut feature
Positive anomaly – probably  
of geological origin






Upstream, on the western limits of my research area, there is evidence for much prehistoric 
activity close to the Goring gap, which highlighted the archaeological significance of the 
area. Here excavations undertaken by Oxford Archaeology in advance of pipe laying by 
Thames Water between 1985-92 revealed evidence of multi-phase activity in the vicinity of 
Gatehampton Farm, (Allen 1988, 77; Allen 1995, 1-53). While the initial investigation into the 
area at Gatehampton Farm was due to the laying of a major pipeline across it the results of 
the fieldwork demonstrate how much information about a landscape can be obtained from 
documentary evidence, aerial photography, fieldwalking surveys and excavation.    
The results of the excavations demonstrate that this is an area where human activity and 
settlement has occurred from the Upper Palaeolithic period through to the present day in an 
almost continuous sequence. Evidence of a possible Palaeolithic butchery site, in the main 
trench to the north of the railway, was interpreted from a long blade assemblage consisting 
of debitage and retouched tools (Barton in Allen 1995, 54-64; Barton 1997, 131). The lithic 
scatter was discovered whilst the contractors were digging one of the pipeline trenches, 
partly destroying the knapping floor. Due to time constraints and funding it was not possible 
to plot and number the flints individually, however, volunteer members of South Oxfordshire 
Archaeology Group (SOAG) were able to excavate over a wider area and uncovered another 
scatter of long blades which were planned and excavated (Fig. 3.32) (Allen 1995, 13). Where 
there was an area of high flint concentration a block was removed for excavation within the 
laboratory, which revealed the artefacts were tightly packed within a band 30-40mm thick, 
with no obvious size or shape sorting (Barton in Allen 1995, 58). The block consisted of 40 
flakes and blades between 84mm to 11mm in length many of which were in “mint” condition; 
after wet sieving around 30 pieces of microdebitage and flint dust were also recovered (Barton 
in Allen 1995, 58-60). 
Several of the flakes could be 
refitted to form part of their 
core group, and three cores 
were identified from the refitting 
process, the interpretation of this 
evidence was that it probably 
represented one major in situ 
knapping event during the latest 
Glacial or earliest Periglacial age 
(Barton in Allen 1995, 61-64). Fig. 3.32. The long blade lithic scatter. (Allen 1995, 14)
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Fig. 3.33. Aerial view 30 June 1975 showing the causewayed enclosure (A) and barrow cemetery at 
Gatehampton Farm with the river to the south and the railway to the east (running north-west – south-
east). (Allen 1995, 5. © Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of England, ref. SU6079/5/21.)
Another flint assemblage consisting of microliths and broad-blade cores suggests the area was 
possibly favoured during the Mesolithic for tool production over a long period of time (Allen 
1995, 65-66). The possibility of a “base camp” close to the river on the gravel terrace at Goring is 
proposed, based on the evidence of a wide distribution of flint artefacts dating to the Mesolithic 
(Allen 1995, 118). The discovery of Mesolithic artefacts, including a number of tranchet axes, 
in a cluster of features interpreted as tree-throws, has led to speculation that this indicates 
deliberate tree clearing during the Mesolithic (Allen 1995, 117-118). Given the local geography 
and geology the presence of a Mesolithic transient camp in the area would seem probable. 
A crouched juvenile burial was excavated in the upper fill of a flat-bottomed ditch dating 
to 3095-2890bc, which was considered to be part of a possible Neolithic causewayed 
enclosure (Fig. 3.33) (Allen 1995, 26). Oswald et al (2001, 154) viewed this site as an ‘unlikely’ 
causewayed enclosure due to its shape and the date of the burial. However Whittle et al (2011, 
404-407) have reassessed the evidence with the aim of dating the ditch to see if it preceded 
the late fourth/early third millennium date of the burial. The results shown in Fig. 3.34 show 
two earlier dates obtained from charcoal samples, from layers 4a and 4b, providing a possible 
“construction date for the enclosure in the 37th century cal BC” (Whittle et al 2011, 407). 
The later date, for the overlying skeleton, suggests the ditch was re-cut for the burial.
A Bronze Age barrow cemetery, which was evident in the crop-marks seen in the aerial 
photographs in 1975, (Fig. 3.33), was the initial focus for the 1985 excavations (Allen 1995, 1). 
While the cemetery appears to form two groups, this may only be because the railway, which 
A
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separates them, may have destroyed others during its construction (Allen 1995, 123). A 
group of seven are clustered near the river with a more dispersed group to the northeast. 
Investigations by SOAG on an anomaly discovered in a fieldwalking survey to the east of the 
railway line indicated the possibility of another barrow in that area (Graham-Kerr, 1993, 87). 
Pottery and flint recovered in the excavations of the barrow cemetery were consistent with 
the typology of the Beaker and Middle Bronze Age periods. A possible Bronze Age structure and 
hearth was also identified associated with one of the barrows (Allen 1995, 124); this may have 
been a funerary pyre. While no conclusive evidence of a Bronze Age settlement was discovered 
areas of possible domestic activity were indicated by surface finds of potboilers and charcoal 
located from fieldwalking to the Northwest of the barrows. 
Reading Business Park/Green Park, Reading and Moores Farm, Burghfield, Berkshire
As discussed previously, the identification of areas with archaeological potential, especially 
where surface evidence no longer exists, provides a strong argument for a full excavation 
should those sites come under threat of development. In the immediate vicinity of my research 
area several such major excavations have been carried out in recent years at Reading Business 
Park (now referred to as Green Park Phase 1) (Moore and Jennings 1992), Green Park Phase 2 
Fig. 3.34. Gatehampton causewayed enclosure ditch. Top: Section through ditch 46 with the child burial 
(Allen 1995, 27). Above: Probability distributions of the calibrated dates for charcoal samples and the 
burial (Whittle et al 2011, 406).
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(Brossler et al. 2004), Green Park Phase 3 (Brossler et al. 2013), Moores Farm (Brossler et al.  
2013) (Fig. 3.35) and Thames Valley Park (Barnes et al. 1997); at each of these sites evidence 
for prehistoric settlement was discovered. Oxford Archaeology has carried out other fieldwork 
in the area; an evaluation at Hartley Court Farm revealed a later Bronze Age occupation; 
prehistoric worked flint was collected during fieldwalking at Hopkiln Farm; evaluation trenching 
at Green Park Substation uncovered two ditches of probable Bronze Age date and at Reading 
Sewage Treatment Works a watching brief revealed a C-shaped ring ditch but without any 
datable finds (Brossler et al.  2013, 6). The fields in the Pingewood area of Burghfield were 
already being investigated, as part of the Kennet Valley Survey project, where an extensive 
cropmark complex identified by Gates (1975, 32-3), had mostly been destroyed by gravel 
extraction and the construction of the M4 through it without any prior investigation. Between 
1977-82 an area to the north-west of Moores farm was excavated revealing later Bronze Age 
occupation, late Iron Age cremation burials and a Roman settlement (Brossler et al. 2013, 6; 
Lobb and Rose 1996, 52). A small excavation at Pingewood in 1982 uncovered a ring ditch, which 
was presumed to be of prehistoric date and a number of Roman ditches (Brossler et al.  2013, 6). 
Prior to excavation two small areas of the Green Park site had been fieldwalked as part of 
the Lower Kennet Valley Survey (see page 110). The first two phases of the development 
(Green Park 1 and 2) lay to the north and east of the cropmarks, identified by Gates, on fields 
at Smallmead Farm (102), while the third phase, Green Park 3, covered the extent of the 
cropmarks east of the railway and north of the M4 at Pingewood (101) (Fig. 3.36). As part 
of the Kennet Valley Survey (1982-87) an intensive fieldwalking survey was carried out here, 
which also formed part of the archaeological evaluation for the site (Lobb and Rose 1996, 27). 
A quantity of flint was recovered and examined by Phil Harding of Wessex Archaeology, who 
concluded; that with an average density of 3.5 pieces per hectare “there was a diffuse spread 
of material over the whole area” with “little significant clustering” (Lobb and Rose 1996, 47). 
Looking through the report from the Kennet Valley Survey, it would appear that the majority of 
the flint recovered at Pingewood and Smallmead was non-diagnostic, since only 50 unbroken 
flakes, 30 broken flakes 2 cores and 3 tools have been listed in the finds table (Lobb and Rose 
1996, 115). When considering the results of the flint recovered from these surface surveys, 
it would have appeared there was little prehistoric activity occurring here, which, as the 
ensuing excavations demonstrated, was not the case. Small clusters of burnt flint were also 
recovered from along the edge of an old river channel, in both fields 101 (Pingewood) and 102 
(Smallmead) (Lobb and Rose 1996, 48), based on the subsequent excavation evidence these 
clusters, in fields 101 and 102, could correlate to the Late Bronze Age. 
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Fig. 3.35. Map showing the excavations at Green Park, Reading and Moores Farm, Burghfield. 
Inset: map of the wider area.  Source: Brossler et al. 2013, 1, 2.
Fig. 3.36. 1970 Ordnance Survey map of the Burghfield area with the crop marks indicated by Gates 
shown in blue overlain by the areas fieldwalked in brown with the extent of the excavations at Green 
Park 1 and 2 development shaded in yellow and Green Park 3 in green.   Sources: Brossler et al. 2013, 
2; Gates 1975, 32; Lobb and Rose 1996, 25; Map: © Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group 
Limited (2014). All rights reserved. (1970). 
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The 1987-88 excavations revealed two phases of occupation of the site – Neolithic and Late 
Bronze Age, which were identified from the flint work recovered (Bradley and Brown 1992). 
The Neolithic presence was limited to Area 7000 (Fig. 3.39) and consisted of a series of pits 
located in a broad band across the site on a NW-SE orientation; there was a total of 118 pits, 
many containing “fresh” flintwork, 34 post holes were also recorded within the area of the pits 
(Jennings 1992). Brossler et al. (2013,119) state that it is possible that the paucity of evidence 
for early Neolithic activity at Green Park and Moores Farm might be because it has not been 
recognised. This needs to be considered in light of recent work at Heathrow Terminal 5, which 
has led to a reclassification of plain flint-tempered pottery as early Neolithic rather than Late 
Bronze Age (Brossler et al. 2013, 119; Lewis 2006, 32; 2010, 36-8). Moore and Jennings (1992, 
6) comment on the “intrusive” late Bronze Age pottery found in many of the early Neolithic 
pits, which may now be open to reassessment.
The Green Park Phase 2 excavations (Fig. 3.37) revealed an extensive Late Bronze Age settlement 
situated on discrete raised gravel islands, meaning the prehistoric landscape beside the river 
would have been more undulating than today’s. A total of 30 circular buildings were identified, 
along with a pre-settlement field system of rectangular fields, several ditches and pits and a Ring 
ditch. In Area 3100 (Fig. 3.39) significant quantities of burnt flint were recovered; also found here 
were several flint scrapers which, due to their specific diagnostic features, have been interpreted 
as being used for flax retting. These flint scrapers were associated with a series of 95 pits, leading 
to the interpretation that this was an area concerned with flax production (Moore 1992). 
The Green Park Phase 1 excavations had revealed a density of settlement and land use for the 
Late Bronze Age period that had not previously been considered possible and one that had not 
been evident from either surface monuments or crop marks (Moore 1992, 118). The second 
phase of the development began in 1995, to the east of the first phase, with more extensive 
excavations, which uncovered more evidence of Neolithic and Late Bronze Age activity (Fig. 
3.39). Brossler et al. (2004, 131) concluded that the evidence indicated the area “was being 
intensively used by a small community of farmers”, commenting that the occupation, here and 
at “surrounding sites in the Late Bronze Age is widespread” and appears “to be a period of 
settlement expansion”. The other sites in the vicinity Brossler et al. are referring to here are: 
Knight’s Farm (Bradley et al. 1980), Field Farm (Butterworth and Lobb 1992), Herons House 
(Bradley and Richards 1979) and the M4 service station site at Wickhams Field (Crockett 1996).
The Phase 3 excavations, carried out between October 2000 and April 2001, revealed further 
multi-period activity, including small levels of residual Mesolithic and Neolithic flintwork 
scattered across the site; and that evidence of Middle to Late Bronze Age occupation continued 
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across the whole area. (Brossler et al. 2013, 9). A fragmentary Bronze Age field system, which 
was divided into two blocks, also extended across much of the excavated Phase 3 area. 
Moores Farm, Burghfield is located to the south of Green Park Phase 3, on the other side of 
the M4 corridor (Fig. 3.37). Brossler et al. (2013, 117) state that it cannot be understood in 
isolation from Green Park, since it forms part of the developing prehistoric landscape. Initial 
Fig. 3.37. Plan of the areas of fieldwork at Green Park, Reading.   Source: Brossler et al. 2013, 4.
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rescue work was carried out here in 1989 with trial trenching in advance of gravel extraction 
and more recently in 2000, when further ground works were taking place under a watching 
brief, a limited excavation was also carried out (Brossler et al. 2013, 6, 117). Evidence for 
Mesolithic activity was found at Moores Farm, suggesting a small-scale occupation occurred 
in an area close to a palaeochannel (Brossler et al. 2013, 117), and flint assemblages were also 
recovered from two tree hollows. There was no evidence of any early Neolithic activity apart 
from a few flints which could be of a transitional date. 
As a result of these excavations the landscape in this area of the Lower Kennet Valley has been 
interpreted as being extensively farmed during the later Bronze Age (Fig. 3.25). Although the 
evidence suggests the fields did not form “a single, coherent system like the very large coaxial 
landscapes seen in some other parts of the Thames Valley” (Brossler et al. 2013, 123), instead 
they appear to be in small blocks on various alignments possibly with open areas between. It 
could be argued that this arrangement of the landscape may indicate that people were living 
here on small farmsteads, possibly in extended family groups. 
A change in the social structure which may be reflected in the arrangement of settlements in 
this period has been discussed by Brück, who states that “strands of evidence also indicate a 
desire to create and maintain a distinction between the individual household and the wider 
society” (Brück 2000, 286). The evidence Brück is referring to is the inclusion of boundaries 
around settlements, generally in the form of ditches as seen at Down Farm, Cranborne Chase 
(Fig. 3.38). A similar layout can be perceived at Green Park Phase 2 (Fig. 3.39), although it 
appears to be lacking the boundary ditch. 
Fig. 3.38. Later Bronze Age period 
settlement layout at Down Farm, 
Cranborne Chase. 
Source: Barrett et al. 1991a, 207.
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Fig. 3.39. Plan showing 
excavated Areas 3100 
and 3000B at Green 
Park, Reading. The inset 
highlights the area with a 
concentration of structures 
having a clear space 
around them.  Source: 
Brossler et al. 2004, 21.
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However, there is a distinct division, with the structures nucleated together with a clear space 
surrounding them, which may suggest the presence of some boundary structure, such as 
hedges, that may have left no archaeological trace. Also, it could be considered that the position 
and form of the burnt mound may represent a boundary on the north side.
From these excavations it is clear that the level of Later Bronze Age settlement discovered at 
Green Park and the surrounding landscape is significant since it demonstrates the extent of 
habitation and farming in the area around the confluence of the Kennet and Thames during 
that period. Assuming this is not an isolated settlement, relating solely to the prehistoric 
activities along the Kennet Valley, then there is good reason to consider the landscape beside 
the River Thames may also have been settled and farmed in a similar way, which is one of the 
aims of this research.  
Thames Valley Business Park
During the mid nineteen eighties, as 
Reading was expanding eastwards, another 
archaeological evaluation leading to an 
excavation was carried out at Thames 
Valley Business Park, situated on the south 
bank of the Thames between Reading and 
Sonning (Fig. 3.41). The earliest evidence 
for prehistoric activity was in the form of a 
Palaeolithic handaxe, although given of its 
rolled state this may have been deposited 
with the gravels during an interglacial 
(Barnes et al. 1997, 111). Other flintwork 
present indicates a Late Mesolithic-Early 
Neolithic presence, while the discovery 
of 35 bones of a semi-articulated aurochs 
skeleton in a channel dating to the 
Mesolithic was interpreted as a kill site, 
since the bones had evidence of butchery 
using flint blades and the main meat 
bearing bones were absent (Fig. 3.40) 
(Barnes et al. 1997, 97-9; Hey and 
Robinson 2011a, 220). 
Fig. 3.40. The aurochs kill site at Thames Valley 
Business Park, Reading.
Source: Hey and Robinson 2011a, 220.
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Fig. 3.41. Map showing the location of Thames Valley Business Park (A) in relation to Sonning (B) and 
the areas fieldwalked at Shiplake (C).  Source: © Crown copyright/database 2013. An Ordnance Survey/





There appeared to be less indication of a Late Bronze Age presence at this location in contrast 
to the Green Park area. Barnes et al. (1997) speculate that one reason for this may be due to its 
position on the Thames floodplain and a possible rise in the water levels, making this area too 
wet for settlement. Barnes et al. consider that settlement evidence for this period may in fact 
lie on the slightly higher elevations outside their area of investigation and consider whether the 
crop marks indicated by Gates (1975, 37) (see Fig. 2.25) on the north bank of the Thames to 
the east at Sonning Eye are significant. The recent archaeological evaluations on the floodplain 
in 2010, for a proposal to extend the gravel extraction quarry at Sonning Eye, has identified 
remains of field systems and low-level settlement activity from the Middle Bronze Age (see 
Chapter 2 pages 49-54). A geophysical survey recorded strong magnetic anomalies indicative of 
waterlogged ground in these areas (McNicoll-Norbury and Newboult 2011), which concurs with 
Barnes et al’s interpretation of the environment from the excavation at Thames Valley Park. 
The idea that a Late Bronze Age settlement may have been on a higher elevation in the vicinity 
is pertinent to my research project since the area being fieldwalked at the southern end of my 
first transect (C on Fig. 3.41) is on the north bank of the Thames approximately four kilometres 
from the Thames Valley Business Park site. To date, the fieldwalking surveys on the gravel 
terrace above the Thames at Shiplake have shown the extent of lithic scatters in the area, with 
worked flint diagnostic to the later prehistoric period, providing evidence of Later Bronze Age 
activity here. 
Fieldwalking surveys adjacent to the study area
East Berkshire Archaeological Survey
The East Berkshire fieldwalking survey (Ford 
1987b) was carried out between 1984-1986 on 
the south side of the River Thames to the east 
of the research area (Fig. 3.42). A 4Km wide and 
24Km long transect was investigated, of which 20% 
was available for fieldwalking through Manpower 
Services Commission recruits, supervised by 
experienced fieldwalkers. A total of 2,126 hectares 
were walked during the survey and 6,533 items 
of worked flint were collected, burnt flint was 
only observed and not collected although in the 
report Ford (1987b, 42-3) states two clusters were 
observed and collected. One of these was in an 
area with no other flint finds, which Ford suggests 
Fig. 3.42. Map showing the location of the East 
Berkshire Survey in relation to the research area.  
Base map: © Crown copyright/database 2013. 
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warrants further investigation and the other 
in an area with Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age 
and Roman pottery, therefore it may not be of 
prehistoric origin.
The first season’s survey consisted of a 
systematic walk over the available fields (Fig. 
3.43), while the second season concentrated 
on a series of total collection surveys, at sites 
with lithic concentrations identified from 
the previous year’s results. The project was 
designed to investigate the level of prehistoric 
activity on the contrasting geology, elevation 
and distance from the River Thames along 
the transect, and revealed: two sites located 
on the Thames gravels; two on the Chalk 
cliff overlooking the gravels; and two on 
clay of the Reading Formation (in an area 
prone to flooding alongside Twyford Brook) 
approximately 3-5km from the River Thames. 
One of these latter sites has been interpreted 
as a “special function” site possibly for hide 
processing due to the quantity of scrapers 
recovered (Ford 1987b, 68). 
The survey revealed that the majority of 
the flint artefacts date to the Late Neolithic 
through to the Late Bronze Age, with a 
small element of Early Neolithic artefacts 
represented by an arrowhead and one laurel 
leaf. This survey and its relationship to the 
study area will be discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 8, page 314. 
Fig. 3.43. Map showing fields walked and density 
distribution of all worked flint across the East 
Berkshire Survey area. Source: Ford 1987a, 111.
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North Stoke
At North Stoke an area of 968 hectares was 
fieldwalked in the 1980s with the aim of 
locating prehistoric settlements associated 
with the Neolithic and Bronze Age crop marks 
complex (Ford  1991a). The geology of the 
area fieldwalked is made up of River Gravel, 
Chalk and Plateau Gravel and the topography 
is of two dry valley systems, originally draining 
from the Chilterns down to the River Thames, 
forming an undulating landscape with a 
number of hills and ridges, some with steep 
slopes (Fig. 3.44) (Ford and Hazell 1989).
The methodology for the surface collection 
survey was to walk along lines spaced at 20m 
intervals aligned on the National Grid. The 
results of the survey have been interpreted 
by Ford (1987a) as the lithics being well 
distributed throughout the landscape (Fig. 3.45). 
Fig. 3.44. Geology and topography of the areas field-
walked at North Stoke. Source: Ford and Hazell 1989, 9.
Fig. 3.45. Distribution map of all struck flint at North Stoke. Area boxed in red is shown in Fig. 3.46.
Source: Ford 1987a, 110.
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From the overall pattern four features could be observed, Ford (1987a, 118) categorises these as:
1: zones of dense find concentrations on the hill tops relatively close to the River Thames
2: isolated clusters on higher ground away from the river
3: low density of finds in the dry valley to the centre of the survey area
4: very low numbers of finds coincident 
with the cropmark complex (Fig 3.46).
Of particular interest is the blank area 
occupied by the monuments themselves, 
where very low numbers of finds were 
collected, and the contrast with the 
high density of worked flint within its 
immediate vicinity. This suggests that 
the earthworks were being observed 
and kept separate from the distribution 
of lithics of all periods, however, the 
density of lithics adjacent to them 
has been interpreted as settlement areas 
located close to the major monuments 
(Bradley and Holgate 1984). 
Analysis of the worked flint assemblage collected during the survey shows lithics dating to 
the Mesolithic through to the Bronze Age present. From analysis of the scatters one certain 
Mesolithic site was identified with four others dating to the Mesolithic/Early Neolithic, all of 
which were located on the lower ground of the first terrace close to the Thames. There were 
also some microliths present amongst later flakes at some of the hill-based locations, which 
Ford has interpreted as demonstrating the whole landscape was used during the Mesolithic 
(Ford 1987a). Of the scatters 16% contained an element of Early Neolithic material alongside 
worked flint form the Late Neolithic. Again their distribution was primarily at lower levels 
beside the river, however, a third were on the hilltops. Of the scatters on the higher ground 
38% contained Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age material, which Ford views as evidence for the 
expansion of agriculture onto the hilltops (Ford 1987a, 121). The remaining 28% of scatters on 
the hilltops were considered to be wholly Bronze Age in date, or they were multi-period and 
contained an element of Bronze Age material. This demonstrates more activity was occurring 
further away from the river during the Bronze Age, including settlement on the higher ground. 
Although the distribution of Bronze Age lithics within the assemblage as a whole gives the 
impression of a more uniform distribution of settlement during this period.
Fig. 3.46. Close up of area boxed in red on Fig. 3.45 
showing the distribution of finds around the blank area.  
Source: Bradley and Holgate 1984, 127.
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Lower Kennet Valley Survey
The Lower Kennet Valley surveys arose out of a need to assess the archaeological resource of 
the area due to the increasing demand for development and gravel extraction in Berkshire, 
especially between the expanding towns of Newbury and Reading. Three surveys were carried 
out between 1976 and 1989 covering a variety of geologies and topographies (Fig. 3.47) (Lobb 
and Rose 1996). The first survey was carried out on available land between Newbury and 
Theale during 1976 and 1977, with a focus on areas with crop marks identified and plotted 
by Gates (1975). Nearly 1400 hectares were examined for the survey, the fields available for 
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Fig. 3.47. Location and geology of the Lower Kennet Valley survey areas.
Sources: Lobb and Rose 1996, 2 and www.edina.ac.uk/digimap.
Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2019. © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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The methodology for the fieldwalking was along transects, spaced at approximately 45-55 
meter intervals, across the short axis of the field. Whilst this only provided a low level of 
surface cover it did mean a large area could be covered in the time-frame and was considered 
an acceptable compromise (Lobb and Rose 1996, 13). Worked flint was recovered from 175 of 
the 242 fields surveyed, although only in small quantities. Analysis of the flint showed the 
area was visited throughout the Mesolithic to the Late Bronze Age periods, with the largest 
number of finds dating to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age period. However, the report 
states that any attempt to chronologically classify the individual sites from the flint recovered 
during the 1976-77 fieldwalking is “not satisfactory for this survey, except perhaps as indicating 
the general character” (Lobb and Rose 1996, 14). The reason for this was firstly because the 
small quantity of finds, which were mostly waste flakes and generally lacked any diagnostic 
attributes, and secondly because many of the fields contained flint from multiple periods. 
Lobb and Rose also highlight the difficulties of identifying Late Bronze Age sites from the 
surface collection of flint in these circumstances, especially since, at that time, very few Late 
Bronze Age sites in the Lower Kennet Valley had been excavated which would have enabled 
comparisons between in-situ flint assemblages and surface finds. Therefore Rose (Lobb and 
Rose 1996, 14) considers that the majority, if not all, the flint classified as Late Bronze Age was 
more likely to be “the cruder elements of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age industries”.
Whilst the report does not specify the total number of flints collected from the 1976-77 surveys 
it does refer to the density of flints collected per field, which was roughly calculated from the 
data to provide a density per hectare. Therefore, the overall results reveal that 49% of the fields 
had 1 flint per hectare; 17% had between 1-3; and 6% had 3 or more. This use of the data was 
considered to help distinguish the more intensive Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age activity at 
specific locations in contrast to areas with less activity, or casual discard. On this basis 14 sites 
were defined as having higher activity, with clusters of three or more flints per hectare, the 
highest densities were recorded from fields at Donnington at 27 per hectare. Burnt flint was not 
collected but two fields with concentrations of burnt flint were observed along with another two 
with a general scattered distribution. However, very few other flints were collected from these 
fields and so it is not possible to suggest a date when activities leading to their deposition may 
have occurred. Although one site at Brimpton had a general scatter on a level field with a small 
stream running through it, the field name ‘Burnt House Ground’ may be an indication that it is not 
prehistoric (Lobb and Rose 1996, 17). While the second was a concentration, with one flint flake, 
in a field adjoining a small stream and may be from a cooking site (Lobb and Rose 1996, 17-18).
The second Lower Kennet Valley survey, which was carried out between 1982 and 1987, was 
concentrated in two specific areas. The first was a transect across the valley between Thatcham 
and Aldermaston, the second was in the Burghfield area (Fig. 3.47). At the time the Burghfield 
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area was under imminent threat due to gravel extraction and the expansion of Reading. The 
sites examined were around Burghfield and included Pingewood and Smallmead Farm, the 
proposed site of Reading Business Park, now known as Green Park (see page 97). Here an 
intensive surface survey collection survey using a 10m grid was used over the areas with crop 
marks identified by Gates (1975), while the areas adjacent and between the intensive survey 
were walked on a 25m grid. 
In total 3077 items of worked flint were collected from all areas in the 1982-87 surveys, with an 
average density calculated at 3.8 pieces per hectare, along with a quantity of burnt flint, which 
was subsequently discarded after quantification. A mean weight of 131g was calculated for 
the burnt flint across the 25m collection units (Lobb and Rose 1996, 28). While burnt flint was 
recovered from every field walked in the transect, from Theale to Aldermaston, the distribution 
was not even with some 22 of the fields producing a greater mean weight per 25m collection 
unit than the mean weight for the transect (Lobb and Rose 1996, 27). The report discusses the 
possibility that an element of collector bias may account for this, since the same team walked 
11 of the fields which recorded higher densities of burnt flint than the surrounding fields 
walked by other teams. Shennan has also noted the same issue with burnt flint collection when 
reviewing the results of the East Hampshire Survey (Shennan 1985, 42).
The results of the 1982-87 survey were considered to be consistent with the earlier 1976-77 
survey in demonstrating that prehistoric activity is apparent throughout the area, although the 
earlier survey did not cover the area with the cropmarks. Due to the small quantity of diagnostic 
material present, it is not possible to assign a chronology for any particular site other than to 
say they are all broadly Mesolithic to Bronze age in character. However, when assessing the 
distribution of the finds it appears that the River Gravels have consistently produced more 
material than the Clays and Plateau Gravel (Lobb and Rose 1996, 34). 
The aim of the third survey, carried out between 1988 and 1989, was to examine selected 
areas identified as becoming under threat in the near future by housing development to the 
west of Newbury, following the construction of the A34 by-pass. Also under threat were areas 
identified in the “Minerals Local Plan” as being areas of potential extraction. Fieldwalking was 
carried out in six main areas (Fig. 3.47) following the same methodology used for the 1982-87 
surveys. A total of 2434 worked flints were collected, with an average density calculated at 
7.8 artefacts per hectare. The areas with the highest densities were in the Lambourn Valley, 
“possibly reflecting the proximity to the Chalk and greater availability of large quantities of 
good quality flint” Lobb and Rose 1996, 54). As before, in the 1976-77 survey, the largest 
clusters were from the River Gravels above the floodplain at Donnington Castle, where a 
113 
predominantly flake assemblage was associated with a variety of tools, which included 
10 scrapers; 2 piercers; a broken fabricator and a re-worked fragment of a ground axe. 
In summing up the results of the three surveys, Lobb and Rose (1996) compare the different 
fieldwalking approaches and methods from the 1976-77 survey with the later 1988-89 survey 
and conclude that flint was under-represented in the earlier survey. However, the results of 
all surveys (Fig. 3.48 overleaf) demonstrate a preference in the Mesolithic for the floodplain 
area and the high ground. While in the Early Neolithic a preference is for the terrace edges and 
floodplain of the Kennet and Endborne, with clusters and scatters of worked flint, classified as 
blade flakes, found mostly on the edge of the Plateau Gravels, and occasionally on the valley 
sides. Artefacts dated to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age were again demonstrating a 
preference for the floodplain terraces, as well as an expansion onto the clay soils of the valley 
sides and onto the Plateau Gravels. This settlement pattern continued throughout the Bronze 
Age. The survey results show a distribution pattern of a dispersed nature, with some small 
clusters occurring, sometimes associated with tools and cores. 
In general there was a low density of cores across all the assemblages, suggesting knapping 
was only being carried out according to immediate need and demand. There was only one site 
where a number of blade cores, along with associated fragments and debitage were collected. 
The report states that the ratio of implements to debitage is not as high as might be expected 
from domestic assemblages, but that they may suggest occasional occupation at the sites 
where they were present (Lobb and Rose 1996, 63). The surveys have identified some areas 
for occupation in the Bronze Age. These were found to be on the floodplain terrace, often at 
the junction of the gravels and the heavier soils of the valley side (see the geology map in Fig. 
3.47), or in prominent positions on higher ground overlooking the valleys, adjacent to springs 
or streams (Lobb and Rose 1996, 63). 
Some of the areas covered in the fieldwalking surveys were excavated at a later date, as part 
of the development planning process, most notably at Green Park, Reading where extensive 
evidence for Bronze Age settlement in the area was found. Other excavations in the areas 
surveyed provided evidence for small-scale occupation in the Late Neolithic, such as at Field 
Farm, Burghfield (Butterworth and Lobb 1992), which was not identified from the surface flint 
distribution, although a small cluster of flake material was identified amongst a widespread 
scatter. Lobb and Rose (1996, 63) comment that “this example does emphasise the need 
for caution in interpreting the settlement pattern from surface scatters in the Lower Kennet 
Valley”. It also demonstrates the effect ploughing has in the dispersal of lithic clusters, which is 
discussed in Chapter 4.
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A: Mesolithic – distribution of sites and finds in the survey area
B: Neolithic and Early Bronze Age – distribution of sites and finds in the survey area
C: Later Bronze Age – distribution of sites and finds in the survey area
Fig. 3.48. Distribution of finds by period from all surveys in the Lower Kennet Valley.
Sources: Lobb and Rose 1996, pages 74, 76 and 80
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CHAPTER 4:  Lithic scatters 
In this chapter I will be reviewing the collection of worked flint and the processes that result 
in artefacts being found as lithic scatters on the contemporary ground surface, along with 
evidence from studies in ploughzone archaeology. The processes involved, which lead to 
surface lithic scatters, needs to be considered along with the effect this may have on being 
able to achieve the project’s aims. Also reviewed are some published sites, which have been 
both fieldwalked and excavated, to see how their survey results compared. 
Review of lithic collection over the past 200 years
The collection of flint tools has its origins with nineteenth century antiquarians, as a pastime 
for gentlemen who went ‘flint hunting’ with the purpose of acquiring large numbers of 
artefacts for their personal collections and for building typologies (Bowden 1999, 125). Notable 
amongst these, in the South of England, was Pitt-Rivers who accumulated a large collection 
from the excavations on his Wiltshire/Dorset estate and at Cranbourne Chase, he was a 
pioneer of archaeological methodology for his day, realising the importance of stratigraphy 
and, unlike his contemporaries, recorded the position of everything excavated, including 
the ordinary objects, with detailed drawings, section plans and descriptions of the site and 
artefacts (Daniels, 1981, p140). However, as was the norm for the period, he incentivised his 
workforce to look for flint tools by paying them for those recovered. The consequence of this 
practice is a bias, seen in the collections amassed by antiquarians of the era, to specific types, 
such as axes, arrowheads, knives and scrapers (Fig. 4.1). 
Fig. 4.1. An antiquarian’s collection of axes and mace heads held at Bristol museum.
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The collection of surface lithic scatters began in the twentieth century, initially in an 
unsystematic manner, focussing on locating discrete settlement ‘sites’ or ‘chipping floors’ 
(Bayer 2011, 100). Peake’s interpretation of the Mesolithic site at Nettlebed (Peake 1915, 71-
80) is a good example of archaeological focus and the type of report produced in this period. 
The introduction of culture-historical thought during the early twentieth century meant finer 
chronologies were established for stone tools, with the focus on cultural groups, leading to the 
linking of lithic and pottery artefacts to type sites and hence “cultures” such as ‘Windmill Hill’. 
Saville (2011, 2) comments that ‘as well as the lithic tool-kit being one of the defining elements 
of the Windmill Hill Culture, lithic artefacts were crucial in the definition of [Stuart] Piggott’s 
Secondary Neolithic’, in the 1950s Piggott used typology and association of lithic artefacts as 
cultural markers to reconstruct the Neolithic period, as defined in The Neolithic Cultures of 
the British Isles (Piggott 1954). Developments in lithic studies continued during the twentieth 
century, as archaeologists moved away from a focus on artefacts alone, realising that location 
and context have equal significance. 
While the importance of lithic scatters, as a resource through surface collection (although 
non-systematic at this time) led to greater studies of lithics within the landscape, analysis of 
assemblages recovered was still grounded in a cultural historical framework, with the focus still 
on typological analysis. It was not until the 1960s that more detailed analysis of assemblages, 
pioneered by Clark at Hurst Fen (Clark et al 1960) and Smith at Avebury (Smith 1965), included 
raw materials, cores, debitage and metric analysis of flakes. The collection of lithic scatters, 
fieldwalking methodology and lithic analysis will be discussed in detail in chapter 6. 
From the late 1970s processual archaeologists began to ask more questions of lithic artefacts, 
not just about how they were made, but also what their function was. Binford tested his 
theories on interassemblage variability by ethno-archaeological research in Alaska with 
Nunamiut communities; forming his theory of hunter-gather societies settlement-subsistent 
strategies, and the associated tool assemblages (Binford 1980). More robust scientific analyses 
were developed during the 1970s, which have had a lasting influence on lithic analysis, 
including technological, chronometric and use-wear analysis (Bradley 1970, 312-79; Saville 
1980, 2011); also, variation in artefact form was now being attributed to its function rather 
than any cultural group.
The impact of post-processualism on lithic analysis in the 1980s, was a move away from the 
description of individual stone tools, in favour of placing lithic scatters in their social context 
and, ultimately, back into the landscape (Bayer 2011). Andrefsky (2005) acknowledges the 
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changes in approach to the analysis of assemblages between the first (1994) and second (2005) 
edition of his work “Lithics”, with the addition of new topics (including minimal nodule analysis, 
flake tool reduction indices and microdebitage studies), and the relationship of research 
questions to analytical procedures, along with artefact function. 
McFadyen (2008, 122) comments that ‘The relative proportion of artefact types within lithic 
scatters, once identified and carefully mapped, is used by archaeologists to infer different 
types of activity, which are then set in the landscape by reference to the surrounding 
environment’. During the 1980s and early 1990s the properties of lithic scatters, and the 
methods used to analyse them, became the objective of several research projects (see 
Haselgrove et al. 1985; Schofield 1991 and Shennan 1985). These seminal publications are still 
being referred to today, e.g. Barrowman (2000, 24-7); Bayer (2011, 105-7 and 131); Bond (2006, 
65 and 83-4); Humble (in Parry 2006, 50) and Turner (2007, 1103). At the 2009 meeting of the 
Theoretical Archaeology Group (TAG) Jonathan Last commented on the lack of subsequent 
work on lithic scatters since these studies, observing that “this decline coincides with the rapid 
growth of commercial archaeology, where fieldwalking and ploughsoil investigations are only 
variably applied” (Last 2009, 45). Last also comments on the limited advances in methodology 
regarding the study of lithic scatters, with attempts to characterise flint chemically, which 
could have given an understanding on patterns of mobility, not being productive (Last 2016, 
162). However, he acknowledged that other advances in spatial patterning analysis using GIS 
have been made allowing progress in analysis and comparisons of major landscape projects.
Lithic scatters
Lithic scatters, by their very presence on the ground surface through the act of ploughing, 
represent disturbed archaeological contexts. Barrowman (2003, 99-102) comments that 
lithic scatters represent modern day activities since they are “created today, by activities 
occurring today, by people living today”, since their archaeological context has been destroyed 
by the actions of the plough the lithics now exist in a modern context, “the ploughsoil of a 
ploughed field”; and views lithic scatters as representing a “dynamic and fluid archaeology”, 
demonstrating the depth of history the landscape contains. Due to the almost indestructible 
nature of the raw material used in the manufacture of stone tools, lithic scatters may be the 
only surviving evidence of prehistoric activity, either the remnants of habitation surfaces, 
or an indication of buried sub-surface features that have been wholly or partially destroyed 
by centuries of agricultural activity. Excavation sites where in-situ lithic scatters have been 
found, sealed beneath alluvial deposits, can provide an insight as to the form and character of 
undisturbed lithic scatters, for example: at Eton Rowing Lake (Allen et al 2013), where lithics 
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in association with hearths were found, and at Stainton West (OA North 2015) where an 
assemblage in excess of 300,000 worked lithics, interpreted as a Mesolithic settlement site, 
was discovered adjacent to a buried palaeochannel. 
Lithic scatters are a valuable resource and, when collected systematically, analysis of the 
assemblages can be highly informative often demonstrating a palimpsest of human activity 
over many prehistoric periods with their associated tools and technologies. While some 
questions have been raised regarding their value as a source for investigating past activities 
(OA North 2015), in many cases, especially for sites from the Palaeolithic through to the Bronze 
Age, lithic scatters might be the only archaeological evidence available and should therefore be 
recognised as an important resource. Whilst lithic scatters are often the only resource available 
for the study of human activity in prehistoric landscapes, analysis of the data obtained from 
them is not always an easy task, but is one that is necessary to engage with, in order to answer 
specific research questions, as demonstrated in recent lithic studies (Snashall 2002, Chan 2003, 
Bond 2006, Bayer 2011). 
Ploughzone archaeology
Archaeological material found in the ploughsoil represents the bulk of evidence for prehistoric 
activity and settlement in the landscape; as such its value is considerable for research projects. 
Lithic scatters have been formed by human action in the landscape and taphonomic processes, 
they can represent an area of tool manufacture; a place where broken or redundant tools 
may have been deliberately deposited, or somewhere they may have been lost or casually 
discarded. Subsequent to the event that left them on the prehistoric ground surface they may 
have become covered by colluvium or alluvium, or if on a slope they may have been subjected 
to movement by the plough, or natural forces. Allen (M. Allen 1991, 41-51) has discussed 
the implications of soil movement through the effects of erosion and ploughing on artefact 
displacement, which are important considerations on fields either above, below or on a slope.
Some of the fields at Shiplake, which were fieldwalked, began on the level surface of the Boyn 
Hill Terrace before sloping down to the floodplain. Agricultural practices, at different times 
over the years will have disturbed the buried ground surface, bringing any artefacts present 
into the ploughsoil and some to the contemporary field surface. The outcome of this means 
that what may have once been a cluster of lithic artefacts may now have become widely 
dispersed, forming an extensive and diffused scatter of artefacts from multiple periods. Once 
the worked flint is collected and analysed it might be possible, by detailed study, to propose 
some past activities that may have resulted in them being deposited there. 
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Effect of agricultural disturbance on lithic scatters
Along with the large scale fieldwalking projects, during the 1980s, more questions were being 
raised concerning how representative ploughsoil assemblages were, with regard to their 
relationships with sub surface features. It had been considered that ploughing had little effect 
on the lateral movement of artefacts from their original location over the years (Yorston et al. 
1990, 68, 75 and 81). However, experiments into the movement of artefacts in the ploughzone 
have suggested that artefacts can be “displaced by anything between 20cm and 10m” (Clark 
and Schofield 1991, 93) over a two to three decade period of ploughing on level ground. This 
distance differs according to the topography, as well as the type and size of artefact and 
the agricultural processes being used. In a series of research experiments at Butser Ancient 
Farm, Chalton, Hampshire, 36 artificial sherds, each numbered and containing a low-powered 
magnet, to allow its location to be tracked with a fluxgate gradiometer, were “planted at 
known locations in the ploughsoil and then subjected to normal agricultural activity” (Reynolds 
1982, 319-329; Yorston et al. 1990, 69). The sherds were left in the soil and monitored at the 
end of each season’s agricultural activity, with their new position recorded. 
Five phases of the experiment were carried out on three different soils on sloping and level 
land using both prehistoric and modern ploughing. The results from the experiments showed 
that the artificial sherds were being displaced by an average of 0.83m on an annual basis 
(Reynolds 1988, 211), with a few, in Phase IV of the experiment, travelling as much as 5m in 
one year (Yorston et al. 1990, 70). Yorston and Gaffney used these results to build simulation 
models, which demonstrate that the distribution of the sherds would “continue to spread out 
indefinitely so long as the disturbing influence is present: there is no question of an equilibrium 
ever being reached” (Yorston et al. 1990, 75). Over decades this would leave a broad scatter of 
artefacts throughout the ploughsoil, possibly without any noticeable distribution pattern when 
collected in an extensive fieldwalking survey.
In another ploughzone experiment conducted by Clark and Schofield (1991, 96-101) at Park 
Farm, Teffont-Magna near Salisbury, a total of 1030 flint flakes and pebbles were deposited 
in a 5m x 0.5m trench, in a stone free, sandy loam field, which had been under intensive 
cultivation for over a decade. The assemblage was buried at a constant depth of 0.2m and 
left in the field for three seasons of ploughing and cultivation (Clark and Schofield, 1991, 96). 
The position of each item present on the ground surface was recorded after each episode of 
ploughing, so after three seasons the results from six episodes was available. In the first year 
32 pieces of flint were visible on the surface, with a maximum displacement of 2.42m, however 
the original grouping of the assemblage appeared to remain intact (Clark and Schofield 1991, 
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98). In the second year, after both ploughing and cultivation, the maximum distance of artefact 
movement had increased to 6.4m and the general zones of artefacts were less well defined. 
After the six episodes of agricultural disturbance the total percentage of the assemblage 
represented on the surface was on average 3.50%, with the most reliable figures, which were 
possibly those after the three events of ploughing and cultivation, being: 2.72%, 3.50% and 
3.59% (Clark and Schofield 1991, 100).
A similar experiment to Clark and Schofield’s was undertaken at Shapwick, where an extensive 
program of fieldwalking formed part of the Shapwick Project (Marter 2007, 1114-1119). At 
Shapwick the experimental assemblage consisted of a ceramic mix of tiles, plates and lids, 
which was buried in a 6m x 0.5m trench at two depths, 20cm and 10cm, running perpendicular 
to the direction of ploughing (Marter 2007, 1115). The field was systematically fieldwalked over 
three consecutive years, between 1995-1997, and then again after a period of six years in 2003. 
The results of the fieldwalking show the percentages of material appearing on the ground 
surface diminishes over time, with the average distance of movement depending on the size 
and shape of the artefact (Marter 2007, 1118). The experiment showed that the large pieces 
of pottery on the field surface one year tended to be the ones that had moved the farthest 
the following year, it was also noted that the more angular material tended to move by being 
flipped over, which increased their lateral movement (Marter 2007, 1118). Clarke and Schofield 
(1991, 100) also commented on the variation in movement during ploughing between rounded 
pebbles and angular flakes, pebbles turned on their own axis while irregular flakes were turned 
in an unpredictable way according to their position in the soil and their angle in relation to the 
plough Fig. 4.2). When the Shapwick field was walked in 2003 it was noted that no material 
from the original assemblage was found over the trench it had been buried in. However, “a 
halo of material was plotted around the trench which included items from every category of 
tile and pottery. This suggests that little new material is making its way to the surface and that 
the original buried assemblage has been largely ploughed out” (Marter 2007, 1118).
An issue these experiments have highlighted is the relationship of the number of artefacts 
on the ground surface relative to those in the ploughsoil. At Butser Ancient Farm 4-5 of the 
36 artificial sherds were recorded on the surface each year between 1982-6 (Reynolds 1988, 
211), while at Park Farm an average of 3.5% of the 1030 flints initially deposited were recorded 
on the surface after ploughing (Clark and Schofield 1991, 100). At Shapwick the figures varied 
according to artefact type, 7% of the Type 2 tiles compared with 2.5% of pottery, were found 
on the surface in 2003 after eight years of ploughing (Marter 2007, 1118). These, and similar 
experiments in the action of tillage on artefacts in the ploughzone by Boismier (1997), have 
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led to conclusions that objects on the ground surface do represent only a small percentage of 
those present in the ploughsoil (Boismier 1997, 46-47). 
The fields walked for this project are under intensive cultivation, being ploughed (on occasions 
deeply), harrowed and drilled; with crops planted in a constant cycle. Under these conditions 
the ploughsoil is undergoing regular movement and mixing, consequently disturbing and 
redistributing any artefacts incorporated within it. The effect of this activity upon any lithic 
assemblages present in the ploughzone can have a direct impact on what may be present on 
the ground surface at the time of the fieldwalking survey. 
Lithic scatters – surface, topsoil and subsoil distribution
Tingle (1987, 87-91) was also querying what proportion of artefacts present in the ploughsoil 
were recovered by fieldwalking during the 1980’s field surveying project, that looked at 
Maddle Farm and the Vale of the White Horse. To investigate this, a five-metre square total 
surface collection was made over a flint concentration near the Lambourn barrow group, 
which was then excavated. The ploughsoil was sieved, so that a comparison could be made 
between the quantity of worked flint in the ploughsoil and the number collected during the 
A
B
Fig. 4.2. Diagram showing the predicted behaviour of artefact classes in response to ploughing. 
A: flakes, B: pebbles or cores. Direction of plough: right to left (after Clark and Schofield 1991, Figure 8.4).
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total surface collection survey. The results showed “the average ratio of surface to ploughsoil 
was found to be 2.79%” (Tingle 1987, 89), which was a very similar ratio to some of the results 
from the experiment at Park Farm. 
In 1984 an investigation into the relationship between topsoil distributions and sub-soil 
features at the Dorset Cursus was undertaken. Following the excavation, by means of trial 
trenches placed over an extensive lithic scatter, Gardiner (1986, 87-93) carried out a detailed 
study of the distribution of flints within the topsoil and the subsoil features. While 3,285 flints 
were recovered from the excavations, the initial surface finds numbered 159 flint artefacts, 
(Gardiner 1986, 89), which represents 4.61% of the total. The outcome of this investigation was 
the confirmation of specific zones of activity around the area of the Cursus examined, relating 
to the lithic material recovered and the sub-surface features (Gardiner 1986, 92). 
At Thy, in north Denmark, Steinberg carried out some ploughzone experiments to investigate, 
what he terms the “Ploughzone paradox” (Steinberg 1996, 368), that is that “artefacts in the 
ploughzone are ‘out of context’ and nothing – it is thought – can be done with them”. Using a 
mechanical screener, to process and sort lithic artefacts, a series of 400-litre soil samples were 
excavated from the ploughzone. Steinberg (1996, 379) uses case studies from three locations in 
the district of Thy, to argue that ploughzone testing is possible and provides meaningful results, 
which enable ploughed sites to be quantified since he concludes “artefacts in the ploughzone 
have not been moved to such an extent as to render ploughed sites unrecognisable” (Steinberg 
1996, 388). However, Steinberg (1996, 374-5) does acknowledge his methodology has limitations 
due to screen size (a 1cm mesh was used), also, the speed at which the machine operates meant 
mainly conchoidal flakes were recovered to the exclusion of other types of flint artefacts. 
Steinberg also avoided ploughzone testing sites with high percentages from two distinct time-
periods, stating that “A plough-zone-tested multiple-component site tells us little more than 
a well-done surface survey” (Steinberg 1996, 375), this seems to be a contradiction to his 
concluding statement “The conventional approach of surface collecting does not reveal the true 
nature of the site. The sample is too small, and the results biased” (Steinberg 1996, 388). It is my 
opinion that a multi-period component is saying a lot about the continuity of use of a place within 
the landscape, which maybe of significance, and that this will be evident from a methodical 
systematic surface survey. Likewise the prevalence of particular tool types can be evident from a 
surface survey, including those manufactured not only on conchoidal flakes but on natural flint, 
which can be a high percentage of some tools such as borers and scrapers in the Later Bronze 
Age. However, this approach to ploughzone excavation, as described by Steinberg (1996, 388) as 
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“quick and dirty”, may have a useful application alongside developer-funded archaeology, when 
the disturbed ploughzone is generally machined away to reveal the archaeology beneath. 
These examples have discussed artefacts present in the ploughsoil where the evidence has 
been seen from surface collection surveys, however, Healy (1987, 9-17) draws attention 
to the evidence from Spong Hill where the excavation revealed an abundance of Early 
Neolithic features rich in lithic material, sealed beneath the ploughsoil. Unfortunately, as 
Healy states (1987, 12) fieldwalking was only undertaken after the excavation had begun so 
direct comparison was not possible for the whole site. However, an examination of three 
Early Neolithic concentrations, which were on the edge of the excavated area and could have 
extended beyond it, provided no surface indication of their presence, although one further 
Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age lithic concentration was subsequently identified on the 
surface, prior to excavation. The lithics recovered from the fieldwalking survey, from beyond 
the excavated area, were predominantly Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age in character. Healy 
(1987, 12-13) observes that had no excavation taken place these results may have led to the 
interpretation that they were “Early Bronze Age material, related to the three ring-ditches 
which lie higher up the slope”, with no hint of the presence of 89 Early Neolithic features. 
This highlights one of the issues, which a change in behaviour from one period to another 
can introduce, causing a bias in the material distributed in the ploughsoil and represented on 
the ground surface. By depositing their lithic material in pits, during the Early Neolithic, these 
artefacts had remained sealed beneath the ploughzone, while the later artefacts, left on the 
prehistoric surface, have since become incorporated within it. 
A similar problem with a lack of evidence is encountered on sites where a thick layer of alluvium 
has sealed the prehistoric ground surface, leaving it beyond the depth of the plough, as 
demonstrated on the floodplain at Eton (Allen 1998, 40, Allen et al 2013) and Yarnton (Hey 1998, 
47). Although at Yarnton fieldwalking did produce “just over 50 pieces of worked and burnt flint” 
(P. Bradley 1998, 90), of which seven were diagnostically attributed to the Early Neolithic and Late 
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age periods. But this was a minute percentage, in comparison with the 
2824 pieces of worked flint and 442 pieces of burnt flint recovered from the evaluation trenches 
and test pits dug in the four areas chosen for excavation in 1992 (P. Bradley 1998, 90-91).
Lithics in the landscape
One concern when using lithic scatters for landscape analysis is that the sites where the lithic 
scatters have been identified could be considered as a focus of settlement activity in a fixed 
location, when they represent an area used for a specific activity away from habitation, or 
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when they may in fact represent a stopping place along a routeway and as such part of a 
mobile landscape. Foley (1981, 157-66) has considered these points in his ethnographic studies 
of site formation and proposed an “off-site” consideration of landscape use in prehistory. At 
Yarnton the densest lithic scatters, located by the systematic fieldwalking, were over gravel 
islands with no surface finds over the floodplain, where thick alluvial deposits had accumulated 
(Hey 1998). However, it was from beneath the alluvium that the majority of the Neolithic and 
Bronze Age features were discovered during excavation. Hey observes “there was no precise 
correlation between the location of the scatters and the densest concentrations of features” 
(Hey 1998, 59), suggesting that flint may have been deliberately removed from areas of 
settlement, or that activities involving tool production, and possibly some tasks where tools 
were used and discarded, took place in “off-site” locations.
While quantities and artefact type may be used to distinguish individual sites, when a place 
shows evidence of continuous use throughout prehistory its inhabitation during specific 
periods either for seasonal occupation or as a fixed settlement may prove harder to identify. 
This issue, first raised by Foley (1981, 159-60), is reconsidered by Edmonds (1997, 103-4) who 
discusses different sizes of lithic scatters along with artefact type and how they may represent 
either small camps or settlements in the Late Mesolithic/Early Neolithic transitional period. 
But he acknowledges that determining whether they should be interpreted as a settlement 
with several extended families, or if they represent a landscape where a single family returned 
over several years adding a phase of occupation each time, thereby producing the effect of a 
much larger settlement, is problematic. This is a significant point, which has to be given careful 
consideration when interpreting the results of an area with a small lithic scatter, which appears 
to be from a single period. 
When studying a landscape the concept of a location is usually by evidence of buildings, or 
more generally for a prehistoric landscape identified monuments, either still existing or as crop 
marks; resulting studies then focus on the relationship between monuments and landscape. 
When this ‘architecture’ is absent it is often assumed either that people too were absent, or as 
in the case of my study area, if people were present they were using the landscape in the same 
way as in neighbouring studies. While it might be reasonable to make this hypothesis based on 
adjacent studies, to determine whether the area was actually inhabited as suggested, or if it 
was in fact an empty space, is one of the aims of this research. In order to ascertain whether 
the landscape was being used in this instance it is necessary to turn to the lithic evidence from 
the ploughsoil, which has been obtained from fieldwalking and surface collection surveys. 
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CHAPTER 5:  Museum archives
Museum visits have been an element of this research project, since they provide a vital resource 
for worked flint either deposited by antiquarians, amateur collectors, local archaeological 
societies or from professional excavations. However, my experiences in attempting to extract 
valuable information from these flint collections demonstrate that the observations made by 
Gardiner (1987, 50-52) regarding museum archives are still applicable to the researcher today, 
with the added frustration that searching online archives brings to the mix. Further to this is 
the overwhelming amount of archaeological material that has been accrued over recent years 
placing immense pressure on museums’ archive space, in addition reductions in funding have 
resulted in less permanent staff and often more reliance on volunteers, with the consequences 
being a potential loss of knowledge.
The Ashmolean Museum, Oxford
My first impression of the archives, relating to the research area, viewed at The Ashmolean 
Museum was that they require sorting and cataloguing, this became evident whilst searching 
through various archive boxes and discovering bags from a site at Russell’s Water distributed across 
several of them. While this collection was deposited with the Ashmolean Museum in 1965, the 
flints are individually labelled and dated between 1952-58, along with the find location (Fig 5.1, see 
also Appendix 2), this information enabled me to conduct further research into the provenance of 
the flints. ‘Archaeological Notes’ reports by Humphrey Case in Oxoniensia (Case 1954, 118; 1958, 
138) indicate that Mrs Cake, who appears to be an amateur enthusiast, collected these flints and 
Fig. 5.1. Worked flints from Long Mead, 
Russell’s Water deposited with the 
Ashmolean Museum in 1965. 
Left: 17 Mesolithic flakes 
Above: Mesolithic axe head.
Photos: Author, with permission 
Ashmolean Museum
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carefully labelled them. Case also mentions 
other of Mrs Cake’s Mesolithic flint finds at 
Long Mead and at Nettlebed Common. While 
the majority of the artefacts deposited appear 
to have been “excavated” by hens in their 
chicken-run, many others were found around 
the property or in nearby fields. It would 
appear, from the Mesolithic component of 
the collection, and considering the proximity 
of Russell’s Water to the Mesolithic seasonal 
settlement site at Nettlebed (Boismier 1996, 
1-19), that there would be an argument for a 
wider Mesolithic presence in this area than 
has been previously believed.
Peake collection 
Many of the artefacts viewed from Nettlebed 
were from the Peake collection, which had 
been purchased in 1968, although they were 
collected from a Mesolithic working floor on 
Nettlebed Common, which he investigated 
in 1913 (Fig 5.2, see also Appendix 2) (Peake 
1915, 71-80). Also, identified from the 
handwriting, were some of the Mesolithic 
flints found on Nettlebed Common by Mrs 
Cake in 1957 and deposited with the museum 
in 1962. Among the Peake collection are 
a number of flint artefacts from Peppard 
Common (Fig. 5.3), where Arthur Peake 
had been excavating in 1912, what he 
describes as a flint mine with two shafts 
(Peake 1913, 33). Peake’s conviction that 
he was dealing with a flint mine might 
have been influenced by his knowledge of 
the mines at Grime’s Graves and Cissbury 
(Peake 1913, 38), although Russell (2000, 
Fig. 5.2. Worked flint from Nettlebed. A, B and C 
from Peake’s excavation at Nettlebed, part of the 
Peake Collection. D and E collected by Mrs Cake, 
identified by the handwriting match to her Russell’s 
Water flint collection, see Appendix 2.
Fig. 5.3. Worked flint from Peppard Common, part of 
the Peake collection. 







22, 54) views Peppard as a site with 
‘doubtful Neolithic associations’. 
According to Richard Bradley 
(2010, 8) it seems more likely that 
Peake was observing ‘a medieval 
chalk quarry’, which had been ‘dug 
through a surface scatter of Neolithic 
artefacts’. However, while there are 
a few Neolithic implements from 
the site (Fig 5.3), Peake (1913, 41-2) 
describes many of the artefacts as 
bearing a resemblance to Palaeolithic 
handaxes, suggesting they may have 
been manufactured here. Most of 
the artefacts deposited with the 
Ashmolean Museum certainly fall 
into the latter typology. Arthur Peake 
also deposited 28 Neolithic flint tools 
from Peppard Common with the 
British Museum in 1914.
Peake collection – British Museum
During a visit to view the flints from 
Peppard, held at the British Museum’s 
Neolithic archives, I discovered, by 
reading the accession catalogue, 
that amongst these were the flints 
Peake had written about in his paper 
published in the Archaeological 
Journal (Peake 1913). They were 
listed with the article figure and page 
number against each entry. This was 
particularly useful since it means his 
descriptions of the artefacts along 
with the drawings can be compared 
with the actual flints (Fig. 5.4). 
Fig. 5.4. The accession catalogue, detailing the entries and 
the reference to the figures in the published paper, and the 
two boxes containing the Peppard Common archive.
Photos: Author, with permission British Museum.
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Another discovery was that the 
majority of the collection had 
several holes drilled in each to 
remove a sample for analysis, 
on enquiry a card index with the 
results of this analysis was found 
with the archive documentation. 
In 1972 Sieveking et al. published 
a paper ‘Prehistoric flint mines 
and their identification as sources 
of raw material’, which is a 
study of six British flint mines – 
including a geochemical analysis 
– and Peppard was one of the 
mines investigated, which must 
account for the drilled holes (Fig. 5.5).
A first observation when handling the collection was the size of each item, only three 
weighed less than 100g, with the smallest being a scraper weighing 51.3g (Fig. 5.6:A). 
Five pieces weighed between 100-200g, six between 200-300g, four between 300-400g, 
five between 400-600g, three between 700-900g and the largest piece weighed 1364.8g. 
Since the flints had come from an excavation, rather than as surface finds, none of 
them had any rolled edges, nor had they been in any ploughed soil, so there wasn’t any 
plough damage. 
Some of the artefacts listed in the museum’s online catalogue simply as cores have 
the appearance of a levallois-style core, although not quite the shape of a keeled or 
discoidal core. Peake (1913, 60) comments that there are numerous “implements of the 
disc type” like the one in Fig. 5.6:G. However, as an assemblage they are very different 
from the Neolithic collection from North Stoke, which I have viewed at the Ashmolean, 
although this might be collector bias. This does lead to the question as to what period 
they might belong to? Although it is possible to surmise that if this was a ‘mine’ these 
might be the ‘rejects’, possibly failed handaxe and adze blanks and roughouts, which 
would explain their size. 









HFig. 5.6. Some of the flints in the collection at the 
British Museum: 
A: flint end scraper, the smallest artefact in the collection; 
B: accession catalogue lists as “resembling Solutré blade” 
(Peake 1913, Fig. 20); 
C: “Celt of Cissbury type” (Peake 2013, Fig. 28); 
D: core (Peake 2013, Fig 14); 
E: long adze (Peake 2013, Fig. 19); 
F: core or scraper with steep sides (Peake 2013, Fig 21);
G: listed as a disc (Peake 2013, Fig 23) this piece has had flakes removed around the circumference 
from both sides in a levallois style. 
H: listed as a “plane with domed back” (Peake 2013, Fig. 16) this resembles a levallois flake;   




Percy Manning was an antiquarian who collected extensively from the 1880s to his death 
in 1917. Manning had been invited by the Society of Antiquaries of London to conduct an 
archaeological survey of Oxfordshire, which was eventually published posthumously in 1921 
(Roberts 2017). During his lifetime he had donated many items to the Ashmolean Museum, 
but the museum purchased the bulk of his collection in 1921. Notes in the accession catalogue 
indicate that Manning had purchased some of the artefacts from other collectors. Many of the 
flint artefacts are from North Stoke but a few are from Woodcote which is to the north-east of 
the study area (Fig. 5.7, see also Appendix 2). 
Woodcote: fabricator with steep 
working along sides.
North Stoke: fabricator core tool, both ends have 
blunt points indicating much use.
North Stoke: selection of eight used flakes and 
blades from a bag containing 36 items in total.
North Stoke: selection of six cores from a bag of 
12 catalogued as “nodular or discoidal cores”.
North Stoke: two concave scrapers.
Woodcote: three end scrapers Woodcote: core
Fig. 5.7. Worked flint from the Manning collection. Photos: Author, with permission Ashmolean Museum.
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Powell collection
Two collections by T. H Powell were purchased by the Ashmolean Museum, one in 1911 the 
other in 1918, both have very detailed descriptions of each artefact in the accession catalogue. 
(Fig. 5.8, see also Appendix 2). Many of the flints come from North Stoke, although the precise 
location is unsure the entry in the accession record for the 1911 collection has a sketch map 
attached and handwritten in the remarks column:
“Labelled when sent to museum ‘North Stoke to Grim’s Dyke’, by which is intended an 
area NE of N. Stoke to E of road from N. Stoke to Crowmarsh. The individual flints are in 
many cases marked North Stoke (or NS) or Grim’s Dyke (or GD). This appears to be no 
exact criterium, as according to Mr. Powell the white examples come from the high ground 
towards the dyke and the dark ones nearer N. Stoke. This is the nearest village and name 
therefore convenient.”
Case – North Stoke excavation archive
Also from North Stoke are some flints deposited in 1980, which have come from Case’s 
excavations of the cursus and bank barrow (Fig. 5.9) (Alison Roberts pers. com.)  
Powell collection: triangular 
borer from North Stoke.
Powell collection: five barbed and 
tanged arrowheads from North Stoke.
Powell collection: mace-head 
from North Stoke.
Fig. 5.8. Worked flint from North Stoke.    Photos: Author, with permission Ashmolean Museum.
Fig. 5.9. Worked flint from Case’s excavation: 
A – selection of flints from the North Stoke cursus, 
marked for drawing. 
B – selection of flints from North Stoke, labelled bank barrow.




Oxfordshire Museum Service, Resource Centre, Standlake
Two fieldwalking archives from within my research area are available for examination at 
Oxfordshire Museums Resource Centre, Standlake, these are Stephen Ford’s field evaluation 
surveys at Mapledurham, South Oxfordshire for two golf courses, Mapledurham Golf Course in 
1991 (Ford 1991b) and Mapledurham South Golf Course in 1997 (Ford 1998). The 1991 archive 
consisted of the artefacts and all the documentation relating to the commissioned survey, 
including letters from the client (Invicta Leisure) commenting on the amount of time being 
spent and the level of investigations being carried out for, what they considered was, just a 
landscaping of the site and not a development. However, it appeared the collection had not been 
fully catalogued so the only information available for the individual artefacts collected during 
the fieldwalking surveys was from a table in the report (Ford 1991b, 11) and the information 
written on the bags. Occasionally this appears to be incorrect, since one good example of a borer 
has been identified as a scraper (Fig. 5.10), this tool does have some steep retouching from the 
proximal end and along either side, however, from handling the item I would interpret that as 
having been retouched to make it easier to hold, as a borer, when putting pressure on it in use. 
Although it may appear to have been retouched like many scrapers, the sharp point on the distal 
end would make it difficult to hold and use as such and there was no sign of it being hafted. 
The 1998 fieldwalking archive has been deposited along with all of Ford’s evaluation documents, 
which includes a basic list of the flints. However, when reading through the flint assessment and 
viewing the corresponding artefacts I felt that there were some discrepancies between the two 
items which made it difficult for me to utilise the information with my research. A solution to 
this problem was for me to analyse the artefacts from both the Mapledurham archives myself, 
which with permission from the curator I undertook, enabling me to use the resulting data to 
make a comparison between Mapledurham and the sites I had surveyed at Shiplake.
Fig. 5.10. Borer from the Mapledurham Golf Course fieldwalking archive.  Photos: Author, with permission 
Oxford Museum Services.
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Analysis of 1991 Mapledurham Golf Course archive
The lithic archive consists of 1009 artefacts collected from an area of 24 hectares. According to 
the evaluation report (Ford 1991b) the methodology for the surface survey was to walk along 
north-south transects spaced at 5m intervals, finds were collected from 10m units along these 
lines, so about 20% of the surface was examined. No burnt flint was collected although it was 
recorded as being seen 
on the field surface.
The survey had been 
divided into seven areas 
and the artefacts from 
each field were bagged 
individually with the 
OS grid reference listed 
for each of the finds. 
This has enabled me 
to produce a plan of 
the area surveyed with 
the artefacts plotted 
according to their grid 
reference (Fig. 5.11). 
Looking at the survey 
plan it appears there 
are flint clusters in four 
distinct areas, which 
might be activity related, 
otherwise the artefacts 
are broadly distributed 
across the fields.
Fig. 5.11. Mapledurham 
Golf Course. Plan of the 
area fieldwalked showing 
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2: Pack Horse North
3: Pack Horse South
4: Rokeby Drive
5: Tokers Green
6: Pack Saddle North
7: Pack Saddle South
Illustration: Author, source map: 
© Crown copyright and database 
rights 2019 Ordnance Survey 
(100025252).
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Metrical analysis of the assemblage reveals lithics from the Palaeolithic through to the later 
Bronze Age present in the ploughsoil at this location, demonstrated by the broad range of 
length:breadth ratios (Fig. 5.12) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 5.13) of the artefacts. 
The majority of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the medium and broad bands of 
the length:breadth ratio charts, suggesting a prolonged period of activity ranging from the 
Neolithic through to the Bronze Age. There are also a number of flakes in the narrow band 
within the assemblage, some of these could be considered as Earlier Neolithic, although no 
specific tools were found relating to this period, several flakes had characteristics of Early 
Pack Saddle South
Pack Saddle NorthTokers Green
Rokeby DrivePack Horse South
Pack Horse NorthNewells Copse
Fig. 5.12. Bar charts showing Length:Breadth 
ratios of whole flakes, including debitage by 
percentage. Actual number collected shown 
above the corresponding bars.
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Pack Saddle South
Pack Saddle NorthTokers Green
Rokeby DrivePack Horse South
Pack Horse NorthNewells Copse
Fig. 5.13. Bar charts showing the thickness 
measurements of whole flakes, including 
debitage by percentage. Actual number 
collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Neolithic working with prepared platforms, small bulbs of percussion and parallel flake scars 
on the dorsal side. This interpretation is supported by the data shown in the thickness charts, 
which shows a tendency towards narrower flakes within the assemblage. The broad thick flakes 
were either scrapers or tools exhibiting a lack of knapping skills, which is attributed to the later 
Bronze Age, when more expedient tools were made.
The bar charts in Fig. 5.14 illustrate the composition of the assemblages collected from the 
seven fields, while a breakdown of the whole 1991 Mapledurham assemblage is as follows: 
240 (25%) cutting tools; 214 (22%) pointed tools (awls, piercers and borers); 135 (14%) scrapers; 
90 (9%) undefined flakes with retouched edges; 49 (5%) notched flakes; 28 (3%) multi-function 
tools and 174 (18%) pieces of debitage or waste flakes, which indicate flint knapping was also 















































































































Pack Saddle NorthTokers Green
Rokeby DrivePack Horse South
Pack Horse NorthNewells Copse
Fig. 5.14. Bar charts illustrating the breakdown of the seven field assemblages into broad categories, 
shown by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
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Fig. 5.15. A few of the artefacts from the 1991 Mapledurham archive. 
A: core; B & E: cutting tools; C, D, F & G: pointed tools; H, I & J: scrapers; K: notch.
Interpretation of the 1991 Mapledurham archive
According to Ford (1991b, 3) the majority of the artefacts appear to be Late Neolithic through 
to Late Bronze Age in date, however, I consider a few of the cores and tools, such as the knife 
and awl with short point, exhibit characteristics of an Early Neolithic date (Fig. 5.15 A-C). The 
items which are less refined in their manufacture, and include the majority of the “undefined” 
component of the assemblage, probably date to the Middle or Late Bronze Age when knapping 
skills were diminishing with the introduction of metalworking. 








Ford reports (1991b) the field-walking identified the 
presence of prehistoric pottery and burnt bone on the 
field surface of Pack Saddle North (SU696774) which is 
the highest elevation of the site, a metre square trench 
was hand dug and the remains of a Middle Bronze Age 
cremation burial was recovered from a shallow pit, 
along with “further sherds, burnt bone, charcoal and 
burnt flint ... [and] about 1/5th of a Middle Bronze Age 
Globular Urn” (Ford 1991b, 6) (Fig.5.16). Although Ford 
(1991b, 5) placed 18 trenches over areas, where flint 
clusters were located, only one (SU695774), close to the 
burial, had any archaeological significance comprising 
of a small pit and posthole, but without any datable 
evidence. 
The broad distribution of artefacts across the area fieldwalked  indicates it was used periodically 
over a long period of  prehistory, the four areas with distinct clusters (Fig. 5.11) suggests that 
people were returning to specific locations on a regular basis, which might imply family groups 
were inhabiting this landscape. Analysis of the lithic artefacts in the assemblage indicate a 
timespan, ranging from the Early Neolithic through to the Late Bronze Age, when people were 
present at this location, with the majority of the items dating to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age, and a significant number with the poor knapping characteristics of the Middle Bronze Age 
period, which would correspond to the date of the cremation burial.
Analysis of the 1997 Mapledurham South Golf Course archive
The lithic archive consists of 322 artefacts collected from an area of 79 hectares, which was 
subdivided into five fields, the majority of the site lies on a level terrace of Plateau Gravel, while 
the geology of the southern end is White Chalk. According to the survey report (Ford 1998, 7) the 
methodology for the fieldwalking was to walk along transects spaced at 20m intervals, aligned 
on the National Grid, with collection units every 20m along each transect. By this method 5% 
of the field surface was examined, struck flint was collected while observations of densities of 
burnt flint was only recorded. As with the earlier archive, the artefacts from each field were 
bagged individually and labelled with the OS grid reference, enabling the production of a plan of 
the area surveyed and the artefacts plotted (Fig. 5.17). The plan shows the artefacts are sparsely 
distributed across the fields with a slightly higher concentration in fields 4 and 5, which are on a 
level terrace, just above a steep incline down to the river.
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Fig. 5.17. Mapledurham South Golf Course 1997 survey. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the 






Illustration: Author, source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Metrical analysis of the assemblage shows 
the majority of the flakes date to the Late 
Neolithic and Bronze Age periods, based 
on the attributes of their platforms, this is 
reflected in the length:breadth ratios 
(Fig. 5.18), which shows the majority fall 
into the broad and medium range, with 
only ten flakes (0.7%) in the narrow range. 
This interpretation of the data is supported 
by the flake thickness measurements 
(Fig. 5.19) of the individual items, with the 
majority of flakes being over 10mm thick. 
The composition of the finds collected 
from the five fields is shown in Fig. 5.20. 
When combined for the whole site 
the break-down is as follows: 
80 (25%) pointed tools (awls, piercers 
and borers); 67 (21%) cutting tools; 
66 (20.5%) scrapers; 44 (13.5%) undefined 
flakes with retouched edges; 15 (4.5%) 
notched flakes; 10 (3%) multi-function 
tools; 34 (10.5%) debitage or waste flakes 
and 6 (2%) cores – indicating some flint 
knapping was carried out at this location. 
Chronologically the majority of tools in 
the assemblage are Bronze Age in date, 
with no tools diagnostic to the Mesolithic 
or Early Neolithic present. However some 
of the flakes are heavily patinated, which 
indicates some chronological variation 






Fig. 5.18. Mapledurham South Golf Course 
survey. Bar charts showing Length:Breadth 
ratios of whole flakes by percentage. 
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Fig. 5.20. Right. Bar charts illustrating the breakdown of 
the five field assemblages into broad categories, shown 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the 
corresponding bars.
Fig. 5.19. Above. Bar charts showing the thickness 
measurements of whole flakes by percentage. Actual 
number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
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Interpretation of the 1997 Mapledurham South Golf Course archive
According to Ford (1998, 8) the majority of the artefacts appear to be of Bronze Age date (Fig. 
5.21), which I would agree with for the majority of the archive, however, there are some items 
that exhibit greater knapping skills which are characteristic of the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age period (Fig.5.22). The distribution pattern of the collected flint across the area surveyed 
(Fig. 5.17) shows it is broadly distributed, but there is a greater concentration at the southern 
end of the site, which overlooks the River Thames and is closest to the river. The level terrace at 
this location might have been the site of periodic settlement probably linked to the sites further 
north identified by the Mapledurham 1991 survey. 
Fig. 5.21. A selection of artefacts from the 1997 Mapledurham South Golf Course archive with knapping 







Fig. 5.22. A selection of artefacts from the 1997 Mapledurham South Golf Course archive with knapping 
characteristics of the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age. 
A & D: blades; B & C: cores; E: hollow scraper; F: proximal end of disc flake; G & H: pointed tools; 








Conclusions from the 1991 and 
1997 Mapledurham archives
Both archives provide evidence 
that prehistoric people were 
present at this location, on the 
Black Park Terrace above the 
River Thames, during the Neolithic 
and Bronze Age (Fig. 5.23). 
However, since the methodology 
for the fieldwalking surveys was 
different, with the 1991 survey 
being more intensive than the 
1997 one, there would appear 
to be a greater concentration 
of activity in that location. Ford 
does not state in the evaluation 
report why the collection strategy 
was to use a 20m grid for the 
1997 survey, rather than the 5m 
one used in 1991, although the 
decision was probably based on 
the time, and cost, for carrying 
out the survey.
When assessing the overall 
density of the flint collected, 
by extrapolating the observed 
density to assume 100% coverage, 
a better comparison of the two 
archives can be made. According 
to Ford (1998, 8) the overall 
density for the 1991 archive is 
115/ha compared with 81/ha for 
the 1997 archive, Ford also states 
A4074
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Fig. 5.23. Plan of the 1991 and 1997 Mapledurham Golf Course 
surveys showing the distribution of the struck flint collected.
Illustration: Author, source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 
2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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that the recovery conditions for the 1997 survey were much poorer than the earlier one, and 
considers a density figure closer to the 1991 survey is more likely. In conclusion, these density 
figures indicate considerable Prehistoric activity at this location over a long period of time.
Museum archives – summary
A study of the available flint evidence for a region, which is sitting in boxes on museum store 
shelves, can form a basic framework for further study of both occupation and activity across 
the area, as shown by Gardiner (1987, 1988) and in other similar museum based studies by 
Snashall (2002) and Bond (2006). 
With specific regard to this project, once their limitations had been assessed, the worked 
flint collections in the archives of the museums visited have proved invaluable as a general 
guide to prehistoric activity around the study area. Although the artefacts on display do have 
a bias towards the traditional typologies of the antiquarian collectors, from whom many of 
the collections have originated, however, they have been a useful tool to supplement the new 
fieldwork undertaken for this project. 
One worrying aspect, from my experience, of museum archival facilities is the location and 
retrieval of some archives. I had hoped to view the archive from the North Stoke fieldwalking 
survey by Stephen Ford (1987a, 101-132), however it appears that this archive has been “lost”. 
It was originally deposited at the County Museum Service in Woodstock (Stephen Ford pers. 
com.), but, since their move to Standlake, the North Stoke archive unfortunately cannot now 
be located at the archive storage facility. It is not clear as to whether a decision was made not 
to continue to hold large flint collections, which take up valuable storage space, or whether the 
archive had been placed elsewhere, and not noted as such in their records. 
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CHAPTER 6:  Fieldwalking and lithic analysis methodology
In chapter four I discussed how collecting artefacts progressed over time, in this chapter I will be 
reviewing the development of fieldwalking, as an effective practice for recording lithic scatters 
and evaluating landscapes, and the methodology used for the fieldwalking in this study.
Origins of fieldwalking
A systematic approach to fieldwalking started in the 1940s (Bowden 1999, 125), which remained 
site oriented, with sampling increasing during the 1970s to involve the wider landscape using the 
‘off-site’ approach developed by Foley (Brown and Edmonds 1987, 1; Foley 1981, 157-60; Ford 
1987c, 67). New methodologies were devised for the collection of surface scatters during the 
late 1970s and 1980s, as a series of large-scale fieldwalking projects were undertaken, including 
the East Hampshire Survey (Shennan 1985), the Stonehenge Environs Project (Richards 1990), 
the South Dorset Ridgeway (Woodward 1991), Hambledon Hill Environs (Mercer and Healey 
2008), the Berkshire Downs and the Vale of the White Horse (Tingle 1987, 87-99) and the East 
Berkshire Survey (Ford 1987b). Along with these regional level surveys questions arose regarding 
the sampling strategies being used and what the resulting assemblages represented, in terms of 
the percentage of area covered and the amount of material recovered, leading to the ploughsoil 
studies discussed in Chapter 4 (eg. Boismier 1997; Haselgrove et al. 1985; Schofield 1991, 1995).
While fieldwalking, and therefore surface collection, is the main method of survey being used 
for evaluation of the landscape being studied for this project, the results for Spong Hill and 
Yarnton illustrate the possibility that, due to depositional practices, only a small amount of 
any Neolithic material may be incorporated within the ploughsoil (see page 123). Therefore, 
at locations where a suspected Neolithic presence are fieldwalked (such as the field with 
cropmarks at Spanhill Copse, which have been interpreted as a causewayed enclosure), even a 
small percentage of Early Neolithic material recovered from the surface could be significant.
Fieldwalking methodology – sampling the landscape
The collection of surface scatters can take the form of informal or systematic fieldwalking, with 
either an extensive or total surface collection strategy; the various methodologies for each are 
explained by Bowden (1999, 125-8); Fasham et al. (1980); Foard (1978, 357-374) and Woodward 
(1978, 37-42). The East Hampshire Survey undertaken by Shennan in 1977/8 was, according to 
Orton (2000, 101), “a landmark in regional survey in Britain”, this was due to its scale, sampling 
principles and statistical analysis, which had not been applied to any other previous landscape 
survey. Surveys at a regional level, such as the East Hampshire Survey (Shennan 1985) and the 
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Raunds Area Survey (Parry 2006), highlight the need for well-defined aims and objectives for the 
project along with a methodology to achieve them. One of the first considerations is what level of 
regional survey is required, whether to undertake an intensive (or systematic) survey “which sets 
out to achieve 100% coverage of all, or a defined part (e.g. a sample) of a study region” (Orton 
2000, 75). In theory the more ground covered in a survey increases the finds potential, since 
intensity of coverage is the single variable which has the most effect on discovery probabilities 
(Shennan 1985, 7). However, for this project total coverage of the study area would not be a 
viable proposition, because of the timescale it would involve and the resources it would need, 
(see Fasham et al. 1980, 9 for figures on man-hours taken to fieldwalk 10 hectares by different 
methods). Furthermore the aims of this research do not require a total coverage survey for the 
questions to be answered, therefore how to sample the area needed to relate to achieving the 
research aims and objectives in the most effective way. 
According to Woodward (1978, 32-56) the retrieval of worked flint during the survey can be 
dependent on several factors including:
• geology – Clay-with-flints, gravels or alluvium
• l ight conditions – from dull or overcast with few or no shadows, to bright or full sun with 
sharp shadows
• surface conditions – wet or moist to dry or dusty
•  experience of participants – knowledge of worked flint and the ability to spot it, observation 
skills and concentration levels
• rate of coverage – ideally the time spent to walk each transect needs to be kept constant
While it is true to say that these factors can affect the quantity of flint collected, it has also to 
be acknowledged that, to some extent, there is little that can be done to control all of them, 
instead it is better to attempt to mitigate their effect on the overall survey. 
At Shapwick an analysis of the ten-year fieldwalking program looked how “variables such as 
weather, topography, and the differing performance of individuals” may have affected the results 
(Turner 2007, 1103). Day records were kept detailing weather, light and land conditions for the 
day of each survey, although, it appears from the report, that some of the criteria for the subtle 
distinctions between the light conditions were open to subjective interpretation as they were 
reduced and simplified (Turner 2008, 1104). A study was also made of the walkers to see what 
variables they contributed in their retrieval of pottery, brick, tile, slate glass and metal to the 
overall results. Analysis of the data revealed that although some individuals were significantly 
worse at recovering some of these categories on the whole “the differences between walkers 
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are surprisingly small” (Turner 2008, 1112). While the Shapwick study was made on a group of 
walkers recovering ceramic material, Shennan (1985, 40-44) came to similar conclusions from 
a comparable study carried out during the East Hampshire Survey, which included the retrieval 
of lithic material. So, although the walker variable may only have a slight effect on the overall 
assemblage, it is important to acknowledge it does exist when analysing the field data. 
Fieldwalking methodology for the study area
My fieldwalking strategy was designed to address the primary aim of this research, which is 
to investigate the extent of Mesolithic to Late Bronze Age activity in the study area from the 
lithic evidence. To achieve this a sampling methodology has been designed for the recovery of 
flint from selected ploughed fields within the transect. Consideration was given to location and 
distance from the river, and geological and topographic variation. However, in practice the main 
criteria became the availability of the fields within the agricultural cycle, the British weather (this 
research project coincided with the four wettest winters on record for the area), and the PhD 
timeframe. In spite of these constraints the new fieldwalking that was achieved, along with the 
museum archives, has satisfied the aims of this project regarding the lithic evidence in the study 
area, being dispersed across the landscape between the river and the Chilterns.
The only fields investigated within the transect were those under cultivation, which were made 
available through consultation and agreement with the landowners and farmers. While this 
might seem to be a random method for selection it does provide a broad sample of the region, 
including those areas that may or may not be suitable for habitation. This makes it possible to 
obtain a quantitative and qualitative distribution pattern, which includes areas with little or 
negative recovery, rather than just focussing on areas considered suitable for a high density of 
lithic recovery. 
Systematic fieldwalking surveys
Prior to each survey the field to be walked was visited to assess its topography, together with 
the condition of the ploughed surface and the landscape in general, along with any other factors 
that might have a bearing on health and safety aspects of the survey. This visit also provided 
an opportunity to make an evaluation of the archaeological potential of the field, to check its 
orientation with the Ordnance Survey grid, and to decide whether to place the transects North-
South or East-West in relation to the direction of the ploughing and/or the field boundaries.
Since the aim of these systematic fieldwalking surveys is to make an evaluation of the extent 
of prehistoric activity, by use of a sampling strategy across the research area, the size of grid 
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and methodology used for the surface surveys needs to be kept consistent. The strategy for 
the fieldwalking survey was to walk along transects, spaced 25 metres apart and aligned on the 
Ordnance Survey grid, with collection points at 25 metre stints along each transect, effectively 
creating a 25 metre square grid across the field. The grid markers were positioned using a 
handheld GPS, which was capable of accuracy to 1 metre, depending on satellite availability, 
but was generally accurate to between 3 and 5 metres in the field. 
When deciding on a grid to use the distances between transects is important and some factors 
need to be considered, such as the resources available and timescale permitted for access to 
the field. Choosing to use a small grid will increase the time needed for the collection process, 
while too large a grid may miss areas of small concentrations of flint altogether. There are 
also some variable factors that can influence the effectiveness of the fieldwalking survey; 
these include the condition of the ploughsoil, weather and light conditions, experience of 
participants and the rate of coverage. In agreement with the farmers the fields were generally 
walked after ploughing and before the crops began to grow, to avoid any damage to the new 
shoots, this also eliminated the problems associated with walking fields where the ground 
surface is partially obscured by vegetation. This meant that, depending on the germination 
time of the crop planted, there was on average a two- to three-week period when the 
fieldwalking survey could be carried out. However, this along with the variability of the British 
weather was influential in the decision as to whether to walk the entire field or just a portion 
of it using a number of short transects of 100 metre lengths. In some cases, however, where 
fields were sown with winter wheat the farmer permitted the fieldwalking to continue through 
the winter months, so long as the fields were not too wet.
The geology of the study area means that a large quantity of natural flint is present in the 
ploughsoil, along with various types of gravel, which makes the task of recognising worked flint 
rather difficult, especially for inexperienced fieldwalkers. At times this can result in a slower 
recovery rate for each transect, especially if the field becomes very dry and dusty. Lighting 
conditions also have an effect on the ability to distinguish the artefacts on the ground surface, 
bright light with overhead sun casting sharp shadows in front of the walker is not ideal, but 
on occasions this cannot be avoided. To lessen the effect of lighting on the retrieval success 
each transect was walked in both directions, one metre to the side of the centre line each way. 
Assuming a person can comfortably scan a two-metre width in front of them whilst walking, 
using this method approximately an area four-metres wide was examined along each transect 
and also any bias caused by the light direction was hopefully eliminated.  
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When relying on volunteers for a survey team it is very likely that they will have different levels 
of experience of fieldwalking and may have little knowledge of worked flint. Inexperienced 
people were given on-site training by having an experienced person walking with them for a 
few stints and then being monitored at regular intervals. Also, when collecting the bags for 
each transect I took a cursory look at the surface to see if any obvious flints were missed. The 
rate of coverage was set at 20 minutes for each stint, this proved to be adequate for the areas 
of the field where there was less stone on the ground but where there was a lot of surface flint 
those stints took a little longer to complete, especially for the less experienced members of the 
team who may have paused longer examining the natural and plough struck flint. Conversely, 
where there were areas of silt and gravel with little surface flint the stint may have been 
completed well within the set time.
For each survey the field data was recorded in the field notebook, the 12 figure Ordnance Survey 
Grid reference, obtained from the GPS device, was recorded for each transect and also for the 
position of each stint marker within the transect. Each field was given a code, the transects were 
allocated a letter and the stints a number, this information was written on each collection bag, 
along with the date it was collected, as well as being recorded in the field notebook. 
Processing the collection bags was done off-site once the survey had been completed. Each 
bag was dealt with individually, with the contents initially washed and processed and items 
of unworked flint discarded. On average between 25% – 35% of the items collected were 
discarded as not humanly modified flint. While this might appear to be a high percentage, 
which might reflect badly on the walkers, there are two factors to be considered. First, since 
Fig. 6.1. Members of SOAG participating in a fieldwalking survey
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flint accounts for around 50% – 65% of the surface material my instructions to the walkers 
was to bag anything they were unsure about rather than have the time spent in the field 
analysing each item. Second, when processing the bags I was only keeping items that exhibited 
undisputed evidence of either being struck, i.e. evidence of platform and/or bulb of percussion; 
or evidence that they had been retouched, and that the retouch was regular along one or more 
edges. Items of flint that did not meet these criteria were discarded. 
Burnt flint was also collected and washed to see if it had been worked prior to burning, and 
was then counted and weighed. Once dry, the remaining worked flint artefacts were placed 
into a new, clean, bag with the location and collection details copied across from the original 
collection bag. These bags were then paced in a box, allocated for the field surveyed, ready 
for analysis.
Lithic analysis methodology
In this section I will be reviewing the development of lithic analysis, from the typologies formed 
by antiquarians, to the current analytical recording of artefact attributes to maximise their role 
as a heuristic device for interpreting prehistoric activities in the landscape. The methodology 
used for the analysis of the assemblages studied for this research project will be outlined, and 
assessed for their relevance to the research aims.
Assessing lithic assemblages
Traditionally, lithic analysis has been used to identify the diagnostic markers of prehistoric 
cultures and the functional or behavioural indicators of those cultures (Andrefsky 2005, 
62). Artefact typologies were begun by antiquarians, whose aim was to create order from 
an unintelligible mass of artefacts by separating them into categories of related tools and 
forms, and then to arrange them chronologically. In recent years, lithic analysts with a finer 
chronological resolution have refined these typologies. According to Bayer (2011, 99-110) 
the development of lithic analysis has been influenced by “changing theoretical paradigms”, 
which have “had a profound effect on the way archaeologists have thought about stone 
tools, as artefacts, assemblages and as surface scatters” (Bayer 2011, 110). The first change 
was with the culture history approach, at the turn of the twentieth century, when reports 
relied on typological analysis, using similarities with other lithic assemblages, to make 
statements about cultural links and dating, for example Peake’s reports on his excavations at 
Peppard Common (Peake 1913, 1914) and Nettlebed (Peake 1915) and Pitt Rivers’ reports on 
his excavations in Cranborne Chase (Pitt Rivers 1887; 1898). 
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In Brown and Edmonds’ view (1987, 1), the format of lithic analyses changed in the 1960s, 
influenced by the reports on Hurst Fen (Clark et al. 1960, 216-25) and Windmill Hill and 
Avebury (Smith 1965, 91-109), which, as discussed previously, saw the incorporation of other 
data, such as raw materials used, debitage, core and metric analysis. The lithic assemblages 
were studied in greater depth and more questions were being asked of them, but while 
these “positivist approaches created a vast accumulation of data from lithic studies” 
(Barrowman 2000, 15), they generally remained peripheral to the interpretation of the site. 
In the early 1980s came an analytical and interpretive approach, which also considered 
tool manufacture, function and role in prehistoric societies, along with knowledge of the 
knapping process, and platform preparation as part of the assemblage analysis. With this 
came aims to be more objective and a concern to have a more qualitative and quantitative 
aspect to the fieldwalking surveys and resulting assemblages (Schofield 1991; 1994; Shennan 
1985). Since the mid-1990s studies of prehistoric landscapes have looked at the way people 
interacted with the landscapes they inhabited, this extended into the analysis of lithic 
scatters with a focus on the activities that generated them in the “taskscape” (Edmonds 
1997, 99-110). 
More recent studies of lithic scatters have continued to analyse the material in association 
with the landscape, Snashall has utilised assemblages compiled from “excavations, all 
manner of fieldwalking and watching briefs” (Snashall 2002, 29) in a study of residence in the 
Neolithic Cotswolds. Bond (2006) used multi-period lithic assemblages to unravel the complex 
settlement patterns in Somerset, from analysis of private and museum collections along with 
the lithics from the Shapwick Project. Bayer’s (2011) focus is on the analysis and interpretation 
of raw materials from surface lithic assemblages, along with new fieldwork, to investigate the 
inhabitation of the Lower Exe valley in Later Prehistory. 
A recurring theme through these examples of recent research, as well as this research project, 
is the application of lithic scatters as an archaeological resource to investigate the processes 
of manufacture, use, deposition and taphonomic processes to gain an understanding of the 
prehistoric use of the landscape, both “on-site” and “off-site”. 
Lithic analysis
Analysis of the lithic artefacts and assigning tool types to the individual items is not an exact 
science, since it relies on an individual’s interpretation of the artefact based on their own 
knowledge and experience. However, as Heidegger (1962) observes, and Olsen (2010) expands 
on, objects have their own ontology both in the past and here in the present. 
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“The “antiquities” preserved in museums ... belong to a “time which is past”; yet they 
are still present-at-hand in the “Present”. How far is such equipment historical, when 
it is not yet past? Is it historical, let us say, only because it has become an object of 
historical interest, of antiquarian study or national lore?” (Heidegger 1962: 431)
“Even when removed from their original contextual setting and dislocated, things retain 
some of their integrity.” (Olsen 2010, 156)
From a practical viewpoint lithic analysis first requires a Processual approach – recording 
attributes: dimensions, weight and any retouch. However, in my opinion, to understand and 
interpret lithic artefacts requires more than just measuring and recording, so, by also taking a 
Post-processual approach and engaging with the artefact, as Marshall suggests, “aspire to know 
the object, to experience and be subject to its regard, open to its transforming agency” (Alberti 
et al 2011, 900). Therefore in order to say if it is a core, a piece of debitage or a tool and then 
what type of tool it is; whether it is a scraper or a blade I need to make an interpretation as to 
how it might have been used based on my knowledge of knapping, the evidence I can observe 
on the object and from typology studies.
When assessing lithic artefacts the first questions often asked are ‘is it a tool or debitage?’, 
‘how old is it?’, and what was its function?; however, answering these questions is only part 
of what analyses of lithic assemblages from fieldwalking surveys can achieve. One of the 
problems with assemblages from a surface collection survey is that they will contain quantities 
of abraded and plough damaged material, frequently of a mixed date. Dating and interpreting 
this material may be difficult if there are no diagnostically retouched artefacts or characteristic 
cores or debitage present, since this may lead to a subjective assessment of the artefacts, 
which could cause problems later. Therefore it might only be possible to apply a broad date 
range to the assemblage if it does not possess a range of diagnostic artefacts. 
Since no convention or standard has been established for flint identification, when reassessing 
the reports for this project it is sometimes difficult to know whether “worked flakes” may 
include more basic tools that other studies may have categorised in their reports. Conversely, 
just as the tools were made by individuals, with very different knapping skills, using raw 
materials of varying quality, there was no prehistoric ‘catalogue’ for tool manufacture, so in that 
respect the tools were often made according to an individual’s requirements, and to a ‘pattern’ 
that suited their purpose. So when assemblages are analysed the range of tool forms made to 
perform the same function is very broad, as well as having chronological variations, hence the 
need for interpretation. Importantly, in my experience, sometimes it is only when handling the 
artefact that its function becomes apparent. 
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Therefore, when it comes to using the assemblages collected from the fieldwalking to determine 
a chronology for the site, unless there are items that are known to be diagnostic for specific 
period in prehistory, many of the domestic tools could have been manufactured across broad 
periods of prehistory, and whilst analysis of the knapping techniques can help to narrow this 
down to a more specific date the quality of the raw material, or the ability of the knapper, may 
impact on the analyst’s judgment. The chronological periods used in this study are as follows:
Mesolithic c. 8000-4000BC; Early Neolithic c.4000-3000BC, Late Neolithic c.3000-2500BC, Early 
Bronze Age c.2500-1500, Middle Bronze Age c. 1500-1200, and Late Bronze Age c.1200-800BC. 
While the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age periods can be distinguished by pottery types 
the flintwork from these periods is too similar in manufacture and tool type to be separated, 
unless it is in direct association with specific pottery. Therefore, the flintwork for these periods 
are referred to as Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age.
Technological indicators may aid dating and function of flint scatters and have been described 
by Ford (1987c, 67-85) and Gardiner (1988, 56-65), but Philippa Bradley (1998, 87) considers 
that “sometimes these indicators may be applied too rigidly without reference to the types of 
raw materials being used, the products being made, the skill of the knapper and the nature 
of the site”. She is correct here as these contributing factors are relevant and bear a direct 
impact on the analysis of the artefact. For instance an inexperienced or ‘trainee’ knapper, 
or an experienced knapper only able to source inferior raw material, in the Neolithic may 
leave residual flakes, cores and debitage that look more like something that a later Bronze 
Age knapper would have produced. When seen amongst a multi period assemblage from a 
fieldwalking survey, flakes such as these would be impossible to classify. 
Bayer, analysing a lithic assemblage from the Lower Exe Valley, Devon, focussed on the wide 
variety of raw materials, since ‘almost all flint or chert found in the study area was imported 
during prehistory’ (Bayer 2011, 128). He examined the type and colour of raw material used to 
try and identify their source locations, and also to see what, if any, effect this had on whether 
they were selected for the manufacture of certain artefacts, the significance of colour in relation 
to stone tools has been discussed by Cummings (2010). Snashall (2002) in her study of existing, 
excavated and fieldwalking collections from sites around the Cotswolds, dating to the Neolithic, 
focussed on analysis of the debitage material. Similarly, Chan (2003, 49-52) studied the debitage 
from the Stonehenge Environs Project; because of the quantity of material in the assemblage he 
selected random bags, from all of the sample areas (25% of the material), for analysis.
Once an assemblage has been analysed inferences as to the activities occurring at a site during 
periods of prehistory can be proposed; when lithics are the only evidence of prehistoric activity 
these studies are most important to gain an understanding of how a landscape may have 
been used in prehistoric times. Since very little archaeological research has previously been 
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Term  Definition – as used in this study
Debitage Unmodified flakes removed and discarded during the knapping process. 
 Includes waste, debris and chips.
Cores  Flint displaying evidence of flake or blade removal in the form of regular 
negative scars. 
  Cores can have more than one platform and are referred to as single, 
bipolar, or multi. 
Modified Flakes  Flakes that exhibit either secondary retouch on one or more edges or 
evidence of use as a tool. 
 Also included are natural flint flakes that have been modified for use as a tool.
Table 6.1. Definition of terms used for the analysis of the lithic assemblages. 
undertaken in this part of the Middle Thames Valley the lithic assemblages from the fieldwalking 
surveys provide an important contribution to our understanding of this particular landscape 
with evidence of Mesolithic, Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age and Later Bronze Age activity.
Methodology for analysis of the lithic assemblages used in the research project
The assemblage has been analysed using a macroscopic approach, the only aid being a hand 
lens to observe the retouched edges. Since the assemblages were collected from fieldwalking 
surveys and have been in cultivated soil a macroscopic approach is quite appropriate. Had the 
lithics been excavated in-situ, a microscopic approach would be recommended since under 
these conditions residues may still be present on the flint surface providing evidence of tool 
function (Andrefsky 2005,195-200; Butler 2005,199-200). 
Modified flakes
Currently there is no uniform classification for lithic artefacts; meaning terms referred to in a 
report are used according to the individual author. To overcome any ambiguity Ballin (2000, 9) 
considers it is important to include a short section defining the main categories for clarity, 
Table 6.1 outlines the definition of terms used for the initial analysis of the lithics. Once they 
have been categorised onto these initial groups the modified flakes need to be separated into 
recognisable tool types, for which it is necessary to consult the more recent refined typologies 
(for example Butler 2005, see also Gardiner 1988, 70-110). 
Healy (1994, 179-180) has commented on the use of typology for lithic forms, which while 
similar in shape and form are not of the same period. She observes that there are only so many 
ways flint can be knapped to produce a particular form and that these can be found worldwide, 
concluding that typology “remains a descriptive tool, not an analytical one” (Healy 1994, 180). 
This statement reiterates the importance of understanding how each artefact was produced 
and the processes involved by studying the characteristics of each piece. However, after the 
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attributes of the lithics from the fieldwalking surveys had been evaluated it can be useful to 
refer to established typologies and other assemblages, as a benchmark.
Raw material analysis
Generally an analysis of the raw material is part of a lithic assemblage, including surface survey 
collections, to identify the raw material and if possible its source since this may give some 
indication of mobility or exchange patterns (Bradley and Edmonds 1993; Edmonds 1995, 55-
59). Since flint possesses the ability to absorb moisture its colour can be an indication as to 
the surrounding soils and minerals it has been in contact with, changing from its natural colour 
of grey or black to an ochreous olive to yellow colour (Butler 2005, 20). This can be a useful 
indicator in attempting to source its origin, although this is probably better suited to areas 
where flint does not occur naturally, especially when the local geology is of Pleistocene gravels, 
such as are found in the research area, as Bridgland states: 
“Although, when fresh, flint from southern England is usually very dark grey or black, in 
Pleistocene gravels colour is not a useful criterion on which to base its identification. Flint 
in such deposits is usually an orangey-brown colour, due to iron staining, although there is 
a complete range from (bleached) white through to (unaltered) black. Occasional examples 
are found whose surface is stained dark purple/black by manganese or haematite, and in 
exceptional cases haematite disseminated through the flint gives rise to a deep red hue 
(jasper)” (Bridgland 1983, 37).
Flint nodules extracted directly from the chalk 
bedrock are usually coated with a relatively soft, 
creamy white cortex a few millimetres in thickness 
(Fig. 6.2), beneath the cortex it is usually black 
to very dark grey in colour. Raw flint obtained 
from the Clay-with-flints geology can retain their 
nodular form, but will often be angular and 
abraded, having weathered or fractured surfaces 
from frost damage, with cortex on the remaining 
outer surfaces (Fig. 6.3). 
According to Gibbard (1986, 142-3), the internal 
colouration of weathered flint appears to change 
from black to grey and often to white, which 
frequently occurs in a blotchy surface covering. 
Flint pebbles occurring in gravel deposits possess 
a characteristic shape and surface texture that 
Fig. 6.2. Example of flint from the chalk 
bedrock. Source: geology.com
Fig. 6.3. Spherical nodule and angular 
fractured flint obtained from an area of Clay-
with-flints at Rotherfield Greys.
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make them easily identifiable (Fig. 6.4); these are 
“invariably rounded to well-rounded and frequently 
have a high degree of sphericity” (Bridgland 1983, 42). 
The outer cortex is often partially or completely worn 
away leaving the outer surface of the flint pitted and 
battered, “often stained or discoloured to a grey or 
buff-brown colour” (Butler 2005, 20). 
However, since the artefacts collected for this research project are made from flint, and come 
from areas with naturally occurring flint, their source would be impossible to determine, apart 
from possibly being able to distinguish between a primary flint nodule from the chalk geology, 
or a secondary gravel source by its cortex. In view of this, the analysis of the raw material is 
restricted to whether it was sourced from a nodule, either derived from the chalk bedrock 
or the Clay-with-flints, or pebble flint, by assessing the colour and tone of the flint. Although 
the raw material was observed for each artefact, by a visual assessment of unpatinated flaked 
surfaces and, where present, cortical surfaces, it was not recorded unless significantly different 
from the bulk of the material.
Cortex
The amount of cortex still remaining on the dorsal side of the flakes or debitage is an indicator 
of when in the knapping sequence the flake was removed; a greater the proportion of cortex 
represents an early stage, while little or none correlates with later stages (Butler 2005, 195). The 
amount of remaining cortex can indicate whether the raw material was being curated, as well as 
being used as a rough indication of date (Ford 1987c; Ford et al 1984). However, caution needs 
to be exercised here since flint recovered in locations without a source of the raw material may 
have been curated, and consequently knapped with more care in later prehistory, than artefacts 
of the same period from a location with an abundant supply (e.g. Saville 1982, 25-28). 
Reduction sequence 
Flint flakes, either modified flakes or debitage, generally form the bulk of any assemblage. 
While they used to be overlooked in studies in favour of identifiable tools, now it has become 
common practice to examine the attributes of all flakes and record their position in the 
reduction sequence, primary, secondary or tertiary (Bradley 1970).
Metrical analysis
Pioneers of metrical analyses of flint flakes were Higgs (Clark et al 1960, 219), who compared 
the length and breadth ratios of scrapers from Hurst Fen with scrapers from other assemblages 
including Abingdon and Windmill Hill, and Smith (1965, 89-90) who measured the length and 
breadth of unbroken flakes to determine their ratios and presented the results in bar chart form, 
Fig. 6.4. Large pebble flint with a rolled 
and pitted outer surface. 
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which demonstrated the differences between the Early and Late Neolithic assemblages from 
Windmill Hill and Avebury. By contrasting the length:breadth ratios of the two assemblages she 
noticed that there was a shift to broad, squat flakes in the West Kennet Avenue, from the longer, 
narrow flakes of the Earlier Neolithic Windmill Hill 
assemblage (Smith 1965, 89), concluding that flakes 
became shorter and wider in the Late Neolithic 
and Early Bronze Age. According to Saville (2011, 
2) “Smith’s seminal work, [became] the standard 
reference point for lithic analysis in the UK until 
well into the 1980s and beyond”. Since then 
metrical analysis has become more formalised 
with standardised methodologies for recording the 
measurements of flake length, breadth and thickness 
made  by Saville (1980, 13-17) (Fig. 6.5),  and with 
suggested modifications by Ford (1982, 18-21). 
In addition to these attributes the weight of individual flakes can also help in determining 
the chronology of the assemblage. It has been recognised that after the Mesolithic period 
the size and weight of flakes increases over time, so those produced in the Late Bronze 
Age will weigh more than earlier artefacts (Butler 2005, 198-99; Ford 1987c, 73; Ford et al. 
1984, 157-173). The weight of individual flakes has been recorded as part of my assemblage 
analysis, but, because of the nature of the raw material in the study area I did not consider a 
direct comparison between prehistoric periods would provide reliable results for the research 
questions, although it is still worthy of consideration.
Burnt flint
Burnt flint was also collected during the surveys since this too can provide evidence of settlement 
or domestic activity (Edmonds et al. 1999, 54; Richards 1990), or at least the presence of hearths. 
However, the recovery of a large quantity of burnt flint during a fieldwalking survey does not 
always indicate specific areas of related activity. During the fieldwalking surveys undertaken as 
part of the 1998-2003 study of the Upper Allen Valley, Cranborne Chase a large amount was 
recovered from a particular field, Avenue Lodge, which on the field plans (French et al. 2007, 
Figs. 3.81 & 3.82) appears to be in linear bands. Gardiner (in French et al. 2007, 141) comments 
that “there was no evidence that this distribution corresponds with any linear features – 
archaeological or geological – within this field and the results could reflect collection bias”. This is 
one of the walker variables, which has to be considered, when analysing the data. In his study of 
walker effects, Shennan (1985, 42) commented that although the percentage variation for burnt 
flint was not great it was “markedly higher than for chipped stone”. 
Fig. 6.5. Recording whole flake measurements. 
Source: Saville 1980, 16.
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Collector bias
The issue of collector bias was investigated by Shennan, during the East Hampshire survey, by 
conducting a series of experiments on fieldwalking methodology, one of which was to record the 
effect of inter-walker variation on the survey results (Shennan 1985, 40). Shennan found that some 
walkers had difficulties in recognising burnt flint. Foard (1980) also studied the effect of walker-
induced bias during an experiment in Northamptonshire, by comparing the difference in number, 
of grey and orange pottery sherds, collected by two walkers covering the same area. The excavation 
of a Mesolithic ploughzone lithic scatter at Oily Hall, Lode, Cambridgeshire demonstrated that 
collector bias, in relation to the size of lithics collected, can lead to the under-representation 
of microliths during surface collection (Billington 2016, 121-124). Here a clear bias towards the 
recovery of larger and more obvious pieces during the fieldwalking was in contrast to the number 
of retouched tools from the test pits, which were overwhelmingly dominated by microliths. 
These examples demonstrate some of the collector biases that need to be recognised when 
interpreting an assemblage from ploughsoil surveys, some of which were apparent during the 
fieldwalking surveys carried out for this research. Some of the inexperienced walkers tended to 
have a bias towards collecting large pieces of flint, while for some pointed flint seemed to be an 
attraction. There were also inconsistencies between first, recognising burnt flint, and second, 
collecting it once it was recognised, as some walkers needed regular reminders to pick it up. 
Debitage appears to be under-represented within the assemblages from all of the sites 
fieldwalked for this research, this may be another example of collector bias due to walkers not 
recognising unmodified flakes, since they were looking for evidence of retouch. Alternatively, 
since debitage is also under-represented in the assemblages from the museum archives, this 
could be due to the geology of the fields walked; their location on the gravel terraces means that 
around 70% of all flints on the field surface were natural pieces, making it difficult to identify 
debitage in the time-frame allowed for each stint.
Recording methodology for the assemblages studied for this research project
The lithic assemblages from the fieldwalking surveys, and from the museum collections, have 
been analysed and classified following Andrefsky’s criteria for determining the attributes of the 
specimens (Andrefsky 2005, 61-200). The chronology of the flint artefacts has been determined 
using Butler’s (2005) categorisation of British Flintwork.
The attributes used in this study for flake analysis are:
Whole flakes Measurements – length, breadth (width) and thickness (mm)
Length:breadth ratio 
Weight (grams)
Reduction sequence – 1 primary, 2 secondary, 3 tertiary
Amount of cortex – on a scale of 0-3 (0 = none; 1 = ≤ 50%; 2 = >50%; 3 = 100%)
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Broken flakes:  Reduction sequence – 1 primary, 2 secondary, 3 tertiary
 Amount of cortex – on a scale of 0-3 (0 = none; 1 = ≤ 50%; 2 = >50%; 3 = 100%)
Other characteristics recorded are:
Worked flakes:  Modified edges – flakes exhibiting edges with use wear or retouch have been 
considered tools, the form of retouch was assessed when classifying the flakes 
into tool categories. 
Cutting edges:  Simple knives – primary or secondary flakes with a long straight edge exhibiting 
evidence of retouch to either assist holding or sharpening the edge for cutting.
Backed knives – long or broad flakes with a sharpened retouched edge and 
abrupt retouch on the opposing edge to blunt it to facilitate handling.
Invasive retouched knives – the laurel leaf and discoidal knives in the 
assemblages fall into this category. Generally these are made on tertiary flakes 
with bifacial retouch along all or part of the cutting edge, which could be 
resharpened providing a durable cutting tool.
Pointed tools:  These are broken down into three categories – awls, piercers and borers. 
Awls: retouched flakes with short points, often created on an edge by making 
two notches close together forming the point between them.
Piercers: these are thicker than awls and being more robust can vary 
considerably in length. They have semi-, or abrupt, retouch along the lateral 
edges leading to the point and are either made at the dorsal or proximal end 
of a pointed flake, or are created by extensive bilateral retouch at a corner of a 
lateral margin and the dorsal/proximal end. 
Borers: these are broad points often found at the proximal or distal ends of 
thick flakes or made on natural pointed flints, they generally have abrupt 
retouch leading to and around the point. Some cores have also been retouched 
and used as borers.
Cores:  Number of platforms – single, bipolar, multiple and the number of flake scars.
Debitage: Unmodified flakes with no evidence of retouch. 
Burnt flint was weighed and recorded and any items of previously worked flint that had been 
burnt were noted.
An example page of the analysis data sheets used for recording the assemblages is shown in 
Fig. 7.3. See Appendix 3 for the full set of analysis data sheets for this research.
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CHAPTER 7:   Fieldwalking results and analysis of the assemblages
The results of fieldwalking surveys carried out for this PhD have been compiled as reports in 
the following format so that comparisons between the sites can be made with regard to:
Geology and topography – most of the sites are on the Chalk bedrock, but the superficial 
deposits of the Thames terraces vary across the transect.
Methodology – details the size of the area walked and the conditions of the field as well as the 
direction of the transects walked during the survey.
Fieldwalking Survey Results – details the size of the assemblage, distribution and metrical 
analysis of the artefacts collected. Included in this section is a breakdown of the artefacts into 
broad categories for discussion, each report details scrapers, pointed tools, cutting tools and 
cores, along with any other notable tool types that may be present in that assemblage. Two 
of the sites had supplementary fieldwork, alongside the fieldwalking, which has also been 
included in this section.
Interpretation of the lithic survey – a brief conclusion for each site is discussed.
The fieldwalking survey reports have been presented in this chapter by ordering the sites 
progressively further from the River Thames and at different elevations; they range from fields 
at a height of 35m on the first terrace of the River Thames at Shiplake (Fig. 7.1 numbers 1-9 and 
Fig. 7.2) to fields on the Chilterns at a height of 136m at Greys Court (Fig. 7.1 numbers 10-12); 
an elevation difference of 101m (Table 7.1), the date of each survey is given with the report.
  
 
Table 7.1. Sites fieldwalked showing their distance from the River Thames and elevation.
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Fig. 7.1. Map of the study area showing the locations of the fieldwalking surveys.
Shiplake: 1 Mill Lane; 2 Plowden Arms; 3 Warren Hill; 4 Hampstead Bottom; 5 Eye & Dunsden – Spanhill 
Copse & Hampstead Hill; 6 Shiplake Court Farm; 7 Memorial Avenue; 8 Kiln Lane; 9 High Wood, Harpsden; 
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© Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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In order to carry out a surface collection survey it is necessary to walk ploughed fields. One 
observation when looking for suitable sites was that much of the farmland in the area is 
currently pasture, the topography of the land with steep slopes between the river terraces 
is possibly one factor influencing the modern land use, although there are also currently 
economic reasons why farmers are returning land to pasture as well. However, the level ground 
on the first river terrace above the Thames around Shiplake has a large number of arable fields, 
which is why there is a concentration of fieldwalking surveys there. 
The assemblages collected from the fieldwalking, as discussed in Chapter 6 (page 155) have 
been analysed using a macroscopic approach. The attributes of each artefact have been 
recorded and the data compiled onto Excel spreadsheets, (see Appendix 3). An example of 
one of the spreadsheets is shown in Fig. 7.3 (page 164). This data has been used to compile the 
graphs and for plotting the field plans shown in each report.
Fig. 7.2. Detailed map of Shiplake showing the fields surveyed. 
Key: 1 Mill Lane; 2 Plowden Arms; 3 Warren Hill; 4 Hampstead Bottom; 5 Eye & Dunsden – Spanhill Copse & 
Hampstead Hill; 6 Shiplake Court Farm; 7 Memorial Avenue; 8 Kiln Lane; 9 High Wood, Harpsden; 
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Illustration: Author, source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Fig. 7.3. Example of an Excel spreadsheet showing the data collected during analysis of each artefact 
from the assemblages.
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Fieldwalking surveys – Site reports
7:1 Mill Lane
Site name: Mill Lane, Shiplake, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU770788
Date of fi eldwalking: November, December 2012 and March 2013
The aim of the fieldwalking survey at Mill Lane was to investigate the level of lithic evidence 
present in the ploughsoil at this location on the Boyn Hill Terrace. This field is just above the flood 
plain at an elevation of 45-59 metres, and is the closest field, which was surveyed, to the River 
Thames, 155 metres away at Shiplake Lock. 
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:1.1) is predominantly White Chalk, 
overlaid by a superficial deposit of Boyn Hill Gravel. The field slopes in a south-easterly 
direction, with the gradient becoming more pronounced from the centre of the field down 
towards the field boundary, beyond which the land drops steeply down to river. Adjacent to 
the eastern corner of the field is a small chalk quarry, with a sheer drop, while just outside the 
north-western boundary is a disused gravel pit that has been partially filled.
Fig. 7:1.1. Map showing the loca  on and geology of the fi eld, outlined in red, beside Mill Lane. 
Bedrock Superficial Deposits
Seaford Chalk Formation – 
White Chalk (SECK-WHCK)
Boyn Hill Gravel Member -
Sand And Gravel (BHT-XSV)
Key
Source maps: Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2019. © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 
Ordnance Survey (100025252).





The 7.7 hectare field beside Mill Lane was partially walked along transects spaced at 25m apart, 
in a north – south orientation aligned on the National Grid, with collection points at 25 metre 
stints along each transect (Fig. 7:1.2). The fields were walked during the winter of 2012/3, they 
had been ploughed ready for sowing in the spring. The ploughsoil was quite heavy, which 
made it impossible to walk during the wettest part of the winter, and was made up of 75% 
gravel with flint inclusions. Near the centre of the field was a line of mature trees standing on 
a strip of grass, possibly the remnants of an old field boundary. The sloping, central southern 
part of the field beyond the line of trees, was only informally walked due to time constraints, 
unfortunately January and February 2013 were very wet with the Thames flooding just below 
the field. A total of 5.7 hectares was formally walked for this survey.
Fieldwalking Survey Results
A total of 617 artefacts were collected during this survey, which comprised of 483 pieces of 
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Fig. 7:1.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of the collected worked flint and debitage.





there were also 3 hammerstones collected. Fig. 7:1.2 shows the distribution of worked flint 
and debitage collected across the fields, which appears to be broadly spread across the area 
walked, with two concentrations, one around the area above the quarry and the other on the 
western edge of the field. This is reflected in the distribution of burnt flint shown in Fig. 7:1.3. 
Metrical analysis of the assemblage reveals lithics from the Palaeolithic through to the later 
Bronze Age present in the ploughsoil at this location, demonstrated by the broad range of 
length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:1.4) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 7:1.5) of the artefacts. 
The majority of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the medium (70%) and broad 
bands (25%) of the length:breadth ratio chart, suggesting a prolonged period of activity ranging 
from the Neolithic through to the Bronze Age. There is also a number of narrower flakes (5%) 
within the assemblage, a few of which could be considered as Earlier Neolithic, although no 
specific diagnostic tools were found relating to this period, several flakes had characteristics of 
Early Neolithic working with prepared platforms, small bulbs of percussion and parallel flake 
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Fig. 7:1.3. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of burnt flint.

















































Retouched    
Key: Flakes 
Debitage 
Fig. 7:1.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:1.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of whole flakes and debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
This interpretation is supported by the data shown in the thickness chart, which shows a 
tendency towards the narrower flakes within the assemblage. The broad thick flakes collected 
in the survey were generally scrapers, and some tools with the characteristic lack of knapping 
skills attributed to the later Bronze Age, when more expedient tools were made.
A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types, is 
shown in Fig. 7:1.6 and Table 7:1.1. The majority of the defined tools are pointed (129), cutting 
tools (93) and scrapers (83), however, there are a large number of notched flakes (24) present 
and a substantial quantity of debitage (57), or waste flakes, which indicate flint knapping was 
















Fig. 7:1.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad categories, shown by 
percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
 
 
Table. 7:1.1. Breakdown of the assemblage from the fields beside Mill Lane, showing the number of 
artefacts identified, along with the corresponding percentage of the total collected.
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Scrapers
There are a variety of scrapers in the assemblage; of these several were made on broad rounded 
flakes with abrupt retouch extending around the lateral margins and the distal end (Fig. 7:1.7 A). 
According to Butler (2005, 125 and 167) this type of scraper is attributed to Early Neolithic as 
well as Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age sites, likewise the 2 horseshoe scrapers (Fig. 7:1.7 B). The 
concave retouch of the hollow scrapers varies in breadth and depth (Fig. 7:1.7C and D), and can 
be at the distal end or on a lateral margin. Many of them were combined with a piercer or borer 
(Fig. 7:1.13) these are more often associated with Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age assemblages. 
Notched tools
24 notched tools were collected during the survey, which is 
more than at the other sites surveyed in the locality, although 
listed as a separate diagnostic tool these are generally used 
in a scraping capacity. According to Butler (2005, 132) few 
notched tools are found on Early Neolithic sites and appear to 
be an expedient type of tool made on flakes of all shapes and 
sizes, two of the notched tools found in the survey may fit this 
analysis (Fig. 1;1.8A). On Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age sites 
notched tools are frequently found, again made on all types 
of flakes (Butler 2005, 170), since they have become part of 
the tool-kit for the period it could be assumed that more care 
is taken over their manufacture as represented by the two 
illustrated in Fig. 7:1.8B-D). 
Fig. 7:1.7. Scrapers: A – rounded flake; B – Horseshoe scraper; C & D  hollow scrapers.
A B C D
Fig. 7:1.8. Notched tools from 
Mill Lane: A Early Neolithic type; 






A total of 126 pointed tools including awls, piercers and borers were collected, making this the 
largest tool group present in the assemblage. Some of the awls have characteristic small points 
of the Early Neolithic industries, while the majority of the 28 awls, 54 piercers and 44 borers 
can be attributed to the Late Neolithic/Early bronze Age, with a few later Bronze Age expedient 
types (Fig. 1.1.9). A group of four pointed tools, displaying the palimpsest nature of the landscape 
here, were collected from transect :2, these comprise of two Early Neolithic awls and two Late 
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age piercers/borers (Fig. 7:1.9 A-D).
Arrowheads
There are 3 arrowheads, attributed to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age in the assemblage, 
although one has just a tang (Fig. 7:1.10 A) it fits the barbed-and-tanged arrowhead 
classification according to Butler (2005, 162). The other two are oblique arrowheads, with 
retouch on both edges leading to the point (Fig. 7:1.10 B and C), while B is possibly unfinished, 
C has been ploughstruck at the proximal end, however, the point at the distal and right lateral 
margin is intact and has some invasive retouch on the dorsal side.
Fig. 7:1.9. Pointed tools, A: Early Neolithic awl; 
B: Early Neolithic awl opposite denticulate edge; 
C: Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age piercer; 
D: Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age borer with 
awl on opposite side; E: Early Neolithic awls and 
piercers on all edges; F-G: Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age piercers and borers.
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There are 93 cutting tools in the assemblage; the majority are simple knives (47), made on a 
range of broad or narrow flakes, and cannot be defined as belonging to any specific prehistoric 
period. Amongst the other types of cutting tools are 27 backed knives, some of which have 
been made on rounded disc-like flakes and are generally attributed to the Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age period. Also present are 11 denticulate, 4 serrated edged flakes and 4 which have 
distinctive shoulder notches either side of a tang indicating they were hafted (Fig. 7:1.11), 
these range in date from the Upper Palaeolithic (E) through to the Neolithic (F-H). Also a 
bifacially knapped chopper, made from a small hand-size nodule of flint (Fig. 7:1.12).
Above. Fig. 7:1.11. Cutting Tools. 
A: Simple knife
B: Backed knife on rounded flake
C: Backed knife
D: Denticulate cutting edge
E-H: Hafted cutting tools with 
shoulder notches and tangs.
F G
A B C D
E H
Right. Fig. 7:1.12. Chopper with 




There are 19 Multi purpose tools present 
in the assemblage, the most common 
tool combinations collected are piercer 
and hollow scraper; borer and scraper 
(Fig. 7:1.13). Combination tools are most 
often found on Late Neolithic/Early bronze 
Age sites, and the attributes of the ones 
collected at Mill Lane reflect this period. 
Cores
Overall 22 cores were collected: of these 8 
were single platform and 14 had multiple 
platforms. The cores demonstrate all 
levels of knapping ability, the single platform 
cores have carefully prepared platforms (Fig. 
7:1.14), the majority of the multiple platform cores 
representative of the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age industries, being cuboid in shape, the remainder 
have a few flake removals from bruised platforms, 
typical of the later Bronze Age. A study of the core 
distribution reveals that they are evenly distributed 
across the area walked, however they were often 
found in association with debitage flakes, suggesting 
flint knapping was occurring at the site. Amongst 
the burnt flint collected from transect :4 is a small 
Mesolithic single platform core (Fig. 7:1.14).
Burnt Flint
The 134 pieces of burnt flint collected has a similar 
distribution pattern to the flakes, there does not 
appear to be any specific area where burnt flint has 
been deposited. However, since some of the burnt flint 
collected had been previously worked, as in the Mesolithic core, it may be the discarded flint 
was casually thrown on to fires and so represents areas where hearths may have been, or that 
tools were deliberately burnt at the end of their useful life.
Fig. 7:1.14. Cores, Top: Neolithic 
single platform; Bottom: small burnt 
Mesolithic core.
Fig. 7:1.13. Multi-tools. A & B: Piercer & hollow 
scraper; C: borer & hollow scraper; D: Awl & scraper.
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Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage from the field at Mill Lane indicates 
it is chronologically mixed, implying the location was used periodically over an extended time-
frame. The assemblage contains a high proportion of tools (65%) to debitage (10%), which the 
field plot diagram (Fig. 7:1.15) shows were evenly spread across the area walked, with two 
concentrations, one above the later chalk quarry and the other on the western edge of the field, 
on the level area, overlooking the River Thames. The assemblage as a whole would suggest 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
175 
that people were occupying this location, possibly for short periods at a time, during the Early 
Neolithic through to the Early Bronze Age, with occasional use in the Later Bronze Age, although 
just a few tools attributed to this period were collected.
The presence of some Upper Palaeolithic flakes (Fig. 7:1.16) in the ploughsoil at this location, 
may have originated from a 19th-20th century gravel pit, dug into the Boyn Hill Gravel, behind 
Shiplake House Farm (SU770788), from which 49 handaxes and 19 flakes have been recovered, 
initially by L. Treacher in the 1920s and more recently by the Berkshire Field Research Group, 
who cut a section through the pit in 1963 (Pastscape Monument No.244725; BAJ 61, page 96). 
Fig. 7:1.16. Palaeolithic retouched flake from transect L:2.
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7:2 Plowden Arms, Shiplake
Site name: Field opposite Plowden Arms, Shiplake, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU765782
Date of fi eldwalking: April 2013 
A dry valley runs north-west to south-east, from the Boyn Hill Terrace near Shiplake Farm 
down to the River Thames floodplain, through the field opposite the Plowden Arms. Its current 
use as a footpath may indicate this is a historical route from the river, which meanders 172 
metres away from the site at this point, up to the Church, which is elevated above at 50m on 
the north-east side of the field, it may also have been a route to the river in prehistory. The 
aim of the fieldwalking survey at this site was to investigate the level of lithic evidence present 
in the ploughsoil given the different terrain, the field slopes from an elevation of 40m to 50m. 
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 1) is White Chalk with no superficial 
deposits (see Fig. 7:2.1). The soil in the majority of the field has around 30% flint inclusions, 
an area on the eastern margin had some modern material mixed into the topsoil.
Fig. 7:2.1. Map showing the loca  on and geology of the fi eld opposite the Plowden Arms, Shiplake 
outlined in red. (www.edina.ac.uk/digimap)
Key
Bedrock
Seaford Chalk Formation – White Chalk (SECK-WHCK)
Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 
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The 4.5 hectare field had 
been recently ploughed, it 
was walked along transects 
spaced at 25m apart in a 
north-south orientation 
aligned on the National Grid. 
A metre wide footpath ran 
north-west to south-east 
through the centre of the 
field where the ground was 
compacted through use by 
walkers.
Fieldwalking Survey Results
108 items of worked flint 
and 43 burnt flints were 
recovered from the field 
(Fig. 7:2.2). These were found 
distributed across the field 
with a higher concentration 
on the western slope, leading 
up to the field at Warren Hill. 
Metrical analysis of the 
assemblage indicates the 
majority of the flakes 
were dating to the Late 
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, 
based on the attributes 
of their platforms, which 
is also reflected in the 
length:breadth ratios (Fig. 
7:2.3) and flake thickness 
measurements (Fig. 7:2.4) 
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Fig. 7:2.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing: 
A – the distribution of worked flint; B – The distribution of burnt flint.
Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Fig. 7:2.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes by percentage. Actual number 
collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:2.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of whole flakes by percentage. Actual number 
collected shown above the corresponding bars.
49 (73%) of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the medium band of the length:breadth 
ratio chart, with 12 (18%) broad flakes and 6 (9%) falling in the narrow range. This interpretation 
is supported by the data shown in the thickness chart, which shows 37 (55%) of the flakes being 

















Table. 7:2.1. Breakdown of the assemblage, from the field opposite the Plowden Arms, showing the 
number of artefacts identified, along with the corresponding percentage of the total collected.
Fig. 7:2.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad categories, shown by 
percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars (excluding burnt flint).
A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types is 
shown in Fig. 7:2.5 and Table 7:2.1. The majority of the defined tools are pointed tools (30), with 
23 cutting tools and 16 scrapers. There were 10 debitage flakes, and 43 burnt flints collected.
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Scrapers
There were 16 scrapers in the assemblage, 
including 10 side scrapers; 4 end scrapers and 
2 hollow scrapers (Fig. 7:2.6). Hollow scrapers 
are often associated with Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age sites. Two of the scrapers were 
made on natural flakes, one on a “potlid” which 
had abrupt retouch along two edges (Fig. 7:2.6).
Pointed tools
A total of 30 pointed tools were collected, 
comprising of: 12 Awls, 14 piercers – 3 of these 
were on flakes with Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age knapping characteristics (Fig. 7:2.7) and 
4 borers – 1 was an expedient tool, and 1 was 
on a natural flint.
Cutting tools 
There are 23 cutting tools in the assemblage 
10 are simple knives, made on a range of 
broad or narrow flakes, and cannot be defined 
as belonging to any specific prehistoric period. 
There were 8 backed knives (Fig. 7:2.8) and 
5 denticulate flakes, both of which exhibited 
characteristics of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age knapping technology.
Burnt Flint
43 pieces of burnt flint were collected during 
the survey, which makes up 29% of the 
assemblage. These were irregular in shape and 
had the characteristics consistent with being 
subjected to intense heat.
Fig. 7:2.6. A: Hollow scraper – ventral side and 
edge; B: End scraper; C: natural “potlid” scraper.
Fig. 7:2.7. Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age awls and 
piercers. 
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Fig. 7:2.9. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools and debitage.
Interpretation of the lithic survey
The artefacts collected during the survey of the field opposite the Plowden Arms indicate there 
was activity during the Neolithic and Bronze Age periods on the slopes of the dry river valley. 
Although it is possible that the recovered artefacts, both on the slopes and along the lower 
ground, are a result of downward movement from the higer ground, as a result of activities 
connected to the modern settlement and farming practices (Fig. 7:2.9). Typologically the tool 
component of the assemblage suggests a Late Neolithic through to the Bronze Age presence in 
the vicinity. 
Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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7:3 Warren Hill, Shiplake
Site name: Warren Hill, Shiplake, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU760778
Date of fi eldwalking: April 2013 
The aim of the fieldwalking survey at Warren Hill was to investigate the level of lithic evidence 
present in the plough soil along the first terrace above the River Thames, this field is 550 metres 
from the river, at an elevation of 60m. Although this field is adjacent to another, which was 
also surveyed (7:4 Hampstead Bottom), the farmer was planting different crops in each, which 
meant both fields had different preparation and planting strategies, therefore the fields have 
been recorded separately. The location of the Eye and Dunsden causewayed enclosure at 
Spanhill Copse, on the other side of the dry river valley, is visible from the fields.
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:3.1) is predominantly White Chalk, 
overlaid by a superficial deposit of Boyn Hill Gravel. Towards the southern end of the field the 
underlying Chalk is evident as it starts to slope down to the floodplain, while most of the field 
is level with an even distribution of flint in the plough soil.
Fig. 7:3.1. Map showing the loca  on and geology of the fi eld at Warren Hill, Shiplake outlined in red. 
(www.edina.ac.uk/digimap)
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Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 




The 5.7 hectare field had been 
deeply ploughed, to remove the 
stubble of the previous wheat 
crop. The new crop was maize 
so the field was prepared with 
raised ridges, for the maize 
plants, leaving ridge and furrows 
along the field, which ran across 
the north-south transects at an 
angle. The field was walked along 
transects spaced at 25m apart in 
a north-south orientation aligned 
on the National Grid. 
Fieldwalking Survey Results
The assemblage total for the field 
was 857, including a significant 
number (647) of burnt flints 
weighing 16.4kg. Fig. 7:3.2 
shows that the artefacts were 
distributed across the whole field, 
with a concentration on the level 
plateau overlooking the Thames 
floodplain. In particular the 
concentration of burnt flint was 
in excess of 50 pieces collected, 
in several of the spits, in this part 
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Fig. 7:3.2. Plan of the area 
fieldwalked showing: 
A – the distribution of worked flint; 
B – The distribution of burnt flint.
A
B
Source map: © Crown copyright and database 
rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Metrical analysis of the assemblage indicates the majority of the whole flakes were dating to 
the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, based on the attributes of their platforms, which is also 
reflected in the length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:3.3) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 7:3.4) 
of the individual items. The majority (70%) of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the 
medium band of the length:breadth ratio chart, with 21% broad flakes, these tended to be 
the scrapers, and 9% falling in the narrow range. This interpretation is supported by the data 
shown in the thickness chart, which shows 78% of the flakes being less than 10mm thick at 
their widest point, again the scrapers formed the majority of the thicker flakes. 
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Fig. 7:3.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:3.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
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A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types 
is shown in Fig. 7:3.5 and Table 7:3.1. The majority of the defined tools are pointed tools (61), 
with 42 cutting tools and 38 scrapers. There were 10 cores collected and 16 debitage flakes, 
these were widely distributed across the field and appear not to have any spatial relationship.
Scrapers
There were 38 scrapers in the assemblage, one is a horseshoe scraper, made on a short, rounded 
flake with abrupt retouch around both lateral margins and the distal end (Fig. 7:3.6), this form of 
















Fig. 7:3.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage, excluding burnt flint, into broad 
categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:3.6. 
Horseshoe scraper 
from transect J, 
Warren Hill.
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Also collected were 22 side scrapers, 9 hollow 
scrapers, and 6 end scrapers (one a double 
end scraper), these can belong to a broad 
period spanning Early Neolithic through to 
the Bronze Age (Fig 7:3.7). However the 
knapping technique suggests Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age manufacture.
 
 
Table. 7:3.1. Breakdown of the assemblage, from the field at Warren Hill, showing the number of 
artefacts identified, along with the corresponding percentage of the total flint collected.
Fig. 7:3.7. A: Double end scraper, and B & C: hollow 






A total of 61 pointed tools were collected, 
including: 40 piercers, 17 borers and 4 awls. 
Some of the piercers have long, pronounced 
points, while others much shorter ones 
(Fig. 7:3.8). Analysis of these flakes suggests 
the date range for the pointed tools is from 
the Neolithic through to the Bronze Age 
based on the knapping characteristics.
Cutting tools 
There are 42 cutting tools in the 
assemblage the majority are simple knives 
(28), made on a range of broad or narrow 
flakes, and cannot be defined as belonging 
to any specific prehistoric period. Amongst 
the other types of cutting tools present 
are 8 backed knives and 6 denticulate 
edged flakes (Fig. 7:3.9), which are 
generally assigned to the Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age period.
Burnt Flint
The 647 pieces of burnt flint collected from this field accounts for 75% of the total assemblage 
and as such is of significance. The majority of the burnt flint was collected from the central 
area extending towards the southern end of the field (Fig. 7:3.2B, Fig.7:3.10), which is at the 
edge of the broad plateau where the geology map (7:3.1) shows the sand and gravel superficial 
deposit overlying the Chalk bedrock finishes at the 60m contour line. The quantity of burnt flint 
at this location suggests it was either being collected from the domestic areas and deposited 
Fig. 7:3.9. Cutting tools 
A: denticulate cutting edge
B: backed knife.
Fig. 7:3.10. Southern end of Warren Hill field, viewed from the north east.
A B
Fig. 7:3.8. A: Long pronounced piercer from transect E, 
B: broad flake with point at corner from transect H.
A B
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here, on the peripheral of the occupation area, or that some other activity requiring the use of 
hot flint was being carried out and the residue was left in situ.
Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage from the Warren Hill field indicates it is 
chronologically mixed, implying the location was used periodically over an extended time-
frame. The assemblage contains a significantly high proportion of burnt flint (75%) to worked 
flint (25%), both of which appear to cluster in one defined area (Fig. 7:3.2), whilst the remainder 
are broadly distributed across the field. It is important to consider the role ploughing may have 
contributed to the general distribution of the burnt and worked flint over the years, especially 
if the concentration had formed a small mound, as mentioned previously this field had been 
deeply ploughed prior to walking on this occasion.
Analysis of the 214 items of knapped or worked natural flint shows a high proportion of tools 
(92%) to debitage (8%), with the debitage often collected in close proximity to one of the 
10 cores or 3 hammerstones 
recovered. Apart from the main 
concentration of artefacts,  
mentioned previously, the 
field plot diagram (Fig. 7:3.10) 
shows the broad spread of 
tools collected from across 
the field, with no specific tool 
type clusters occurring. This 
suggests either that the area 
was visited and occupied on 
numerous different occasions 
during prehistory or that the 
assemblage has been thoroughly 
mixed, and dispersed from the 
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Fig. 7:3.11. Plan of the area 
surveyed showing the distribution 
of tools and debitage collected.
Source map: © Crown copyright and database 
rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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7:4 Hampstead Bottom, Shiplake
Site name: Hampstead Bo  om, Shiplake, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU755778
Date of fi eldwalking: First survey April 2013, second survey May 2013
The primary aim of the fieldwalking survey at Hampstead Bottom was to investigate the 
level of lithic evidence present in the plough soil along the Boyn Hill Terrace above the River 
Thames, this field is 660 metres from the river and has elevations between 35-60m. However, 
due to the failure of the poppy crop sown to germinate, the farmer allowed a second survey on 
the field, after it had been disk harrowed again and re-sown. This provided an opportunity to 
make some comparisons of the material deposited on the surface, within a very short time-
frame, after two separate ploughing events. The second survey was carried out using exactly 
the same transects as the initial fieldwalking survey as this also would demonstrate whether 
the patterns of recovery differed vastly between the two surveys. 
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:4.1) is predominantly White Chalk, 
overlaid by a superficial deposit of Boyn Hill Gravel. The underlying Chalk is evident in the 
western side where it slopes down to the dry valley at Hampstead Bottom, and the southern 
part of the field, as it slopes down to the floodplain, here some large flint nodules had been 
dragged out of the Chalk by the plough. The remainder of the field is level with an even 
distribution of gravel and flint in the ploughsoil.
Fig. 7:4.1. Map showing the loca  on and geology of the fi eld at Hampstead Bo  om, Shiplake outlined in 
red. (www.edina.ac.uk/digimap)  Inset: Large nodule of black fl int, measuring 420 x 300mm, removed to 
the field edge after being dragged from the soil by the plough. (Photo: Janet Eastment)
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The 10 hectare field had recently been deeply ploughed, harrowed and rolled, leaving a firm 
level surface, and had been sown with the next crop, which was poppy for the pharmaceutical 
industry. A farm track ran east-west across the field effectively splitting it in two, a small semi-
circular mound is evident on the surface of the field beside the farm track and had not been 
cultivated. On enquiry I was told, by the farmer, that this was the location of an underground 
Cold War ROC post, operational in 1959 (Fig. 7:4.2). It is possible that the ground to the south 
of this feature may have been disturbed during the construction, and demolition in 1991, of 
this bunker since the soil matrix here appeared to contain small pieces of rubble. 
The whole field was walked for the first survey, along transects spaced at 25m apart in an 
north-south orientation aligned on the National Grid, collection points were in 25m stints along 
each transect (Fig.7:4.3). For the second survey only the field to the north of the track was 
walked, due to time constraints – and the rapid germination of the poppy seeds, using exactly 
the same grid as for the first survey.
Fig. 7:4.2. The mound covering the Cold War ROC bunker seen from the southern side of the track dividing 
the field, looking north with the A4155 in the distance. 
Fig. 7:4.3. View across the level part of the field looking south, along one of the transects, with the canes 
marking the transects at 25m stints, a second transect is also set out 25m to the east. This field had been 
rolled after the seeding, leaving an even gravel and flint soil matrix. 
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Fieldwalking Survey Results
The assemblage total for the first survey over the whole field was 627, including 328 pieces of 
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Fig. 7:4.4. Survey 7: plan of the area fieldwalked showing: A – the distribution of worked flint; 
B – The distribution of burnt flint.
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B
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Fig. 7:4.5. Survey 2: plan of the area fieldwalked showing: A – the distribution of worked flint; 
B – The distribution of burnt flint.
A
B
The assemblage total for the second survey is 356, including 151 pieces of burnt flint 
weighing 5kg, Fig. 7:4.5 shows the area walked and the artefacts distribution for this survey. 
A comparison of the artefact distribution over the area walked in both surveys, reveals a broad 
scatter across the ground surface, with similar quantities being collected on both occasions 
(390 for the first survey and 349 for the second). Whilst this distribution may be due to modern 
ploughing techniques, the second survey shows a consistency of collection over the same area, 
and suggests a large volume of artefacts present in the ploughsoil at this location. The results 
of the first survey, when the whole field was walked, show a concentration of artefact on the 
gravels of the level plateau, and less after the break of slope, where the geology changes to 
Chalk and the field drops south down to the floodplain, and west to the dry valley.
Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Metrical analysis of the assemblage indicates the majority of the whole flakes were dating to 
the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, based on the attributes of their platforms, which is also 
reflected in the length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:4.6) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 7:4.7) 
of the individual items. The majority (68%) of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in 
the medium band of the length:breadth ratio chart, with 11.% in the broad flakes band, these 
tended to be the scrapers, and 21% falling in the narrow range. This interpretation is supported 
by the data shown in the thickness chart, which shows 80.5% of the flakes being less than 
10mm thick at their widest point, again the scrapers formed the majority of the thicker flakes. 
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Fig. 7:4.6. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of the whole flakes from survey 1, including debitage 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:4.7. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of the whole flakes and debitage from survey 1 
by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
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Survey 2:
Fig. 7:4.8. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, over the same area from both surveys, 
including debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars. 
Fig. 7:4.9. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes, over the same area from both 
surveys, and debitage by percentage. Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Metrical analysis of the whole flakes from the second survey demonstrates a similar pattern to 
the data from the same transects of the first survey, Figs. 7:4.8 and 7:4.9 show the correlation 
between the length:breadth ratio and thickness graphs for both surveys. Again the majority 
(69.5%) of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the medium band of the length:breadth 
ratio chart, with 8.5.% in the broad flakes band and 22% falling in the narrow range. Comparing 
the data from the thickness graph shows 68% of the flakes from the second survey are less 
than 10mm thick, with a slightly higher percentage of thicker flakes collected, during the 
second survey of the same area, than in the first survey.
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A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the first fieldwalking survey, along with 
the tool types is shown in Fig. 7:4.10 and Table 7:4.1. The majority of the defined tools are 
scrapers (65), with 58 pointed tools and 55 cutting tools; there were 10 cores collected and 34 
debitage flakes, which were randomly distributed across the northern end of the field and do 
not appear to have any spatial relationship. The breakdown of the assemblage from the second 
survey is shown in Fig.7:4.11, alongside the part of the assemblage collected from the same 
transects of the first survey, and Table 7:4.1. The assemblages from this area in both surveys 













































Fig. 7:4.10. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the first survey assemblage, excluding burnt flint, into 
broad categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:4.11. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblages, excluding burnt flint, from the area 




Table. 7:4.1. Breakdown of the assemblages, from surveys 1 and 2 at Hampstead Bottom, showing the 




Overall there were 110 scrapers collected from both surveys, one of these is a large “thumbnail” 
type scraper (Fig. 7:4.12 A), this form of scraper is found at Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age sites. 
Also collected were 73 side scrapers, 24 end scrapers, 11 hollow scrapers (Fig 7:4.12 B-E) and 
1 nose scraper. Diagnostically these artefacts can belong to a broad period spanning the Early 
Neolithic through to the Bronze Age, which is confirmed by the varying knapping techniques 
used in their manufacture.
Pointed tools
A total of 111 pointed tools were collected, including: 51 piercers, 42 borers and 18 awls. Some of 
the piercers have long, pronounced points, while others much shorter ones (Fig. 7:4.13). Analysis 
suggests the date range for the pointed tools is from the Neolithic through to the Bronze Age.




Fig. 7:4.13. Three of the pointed tools from Hampstead Bottom.  
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Cutting tools 
There are 98 cutting tools in the assemblages the majority are simple knives (55), made on a 
range of broad or narrow flakes, and cannot be defined as belonging to any specific prehistoric 
period. Amongst the other types of cutting tools present are 27 backed knives, 4 denticulate 
edged flakes and 1 serrated edged flake (Fig. 7:4.14), which are generally assigned to the Late 
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age period. Also amongst the assemblage is a snapped flake, which 
has invasive retouched on the dorsal side, and fits with Clark’s (1932) curved sickle types (Fig. 
7:4.15). Manufactured on a large thin flake, this tool would have been a single-piece sickle, 
dating it to the Late Neolithic (Butler 2005, 173).
Fig. 7:4.14. Cutting tools:
A: Broken blade with 
serrated edge; 
B: simple knife; 
C: Backed blade.
Fig. 7:4.15. Broken sickle blade.
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Cores
Overall 14 cores were collected: of 
these 4 were single platform and 10 
had multiple platforms. The cores 
show different levels of knapping 
ability with the single platform cores 
having carefully prepared platforms, 
and one in particular has attributes 
suggesting an Early Neolithic date 
(Fig. 7:4.16). Some of the multiple 
platform cores are representative of the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age knapping industries, 
being cuboid in shape, the remainder have a few flake removals from bruised platforms, typical 
of the later Bronze Age. A study of the core distribution reveals that they are evenly distributed 
across the area walked, however they were often found in association with debitage flakes, 
suggesting flint knapping was occurring at the site. 
Burnt Flint
The 479 pieces of burnt flint collected from this field makes up 49% of the total assemblage, 
with the majority of the burnt flint being distributed along the eastern side of the field 
(Fig. 7:4.4B and 7:4.5B), close to the area where the significant quantity of burnt flint was 
collected on Warren Hill (Fig. 7:3.2). 
Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage from the Hampstead Bottom field indicates 
it is chronologically mixed, implying the location was used periodically over an extended time-
frame. Analysis of the 496 items of flint, which makes up 51% of the total assemblage, shows a 
high proportion of retouched flint and tools (88%) to debitage (12%), with the debitage often 
collected in close proximity to one of the 14 cores or 4 hammerstones recovered. 
A general comment of the range of tools in the assemblages is that it is limited, consisting 
mainly of scrapers, pointed, and cutting tools. Many of the scrapers are retouched on either 
one side or at one end, the angle of retouching varies with again, some shallow and others 
quite steep (Fig. 7:4.12). Some of the scrapers are carefully made, while others are quite poor, 
suggesting different periods of manufacture. There are a large number of piercers and borers, 
some with very small fine points on large flakes, while others have a large pronounced points. 
Some well made piercers have been made on tertiary flakes as well as one on a very thick 
Fig. 7:4.16. Early Neolithic single platform core from 
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Fig. 7:4.17. Plan of the areas surveyed showing the distribution of tools and debitage collected.
Survey 1
Survey 2
piece of flint, possibly a core, unlike the later Bronze Age specimens this has been meticulously 
retouched to form a very fine point (Fig. 7:4.13) – these pieces would indicate a Neolithic date. 
The field plot diagrams of surveys 1 and 2 (Fig. 7:4.17) show that the distribution of the worked 
flint and tool types does not appear to have any obvious patterning in relation to domestic 
Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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activities being carried out at specific locations. However, the concentration of artefacts 
collected appears to be confined to the level plateau and ends at the break of slope, with the 
artefacts collected, on the slopes to the south and west, probably the result of displacement 
by the plough over time.
The sickle blade fragment is of interest since it suggests crops were being grown in the vicinity. 
The soil on the first terrace here at Shiplake is a light, free-draining, sand and gravel matrix 
over Chalk, which would be much easier to work in prehistory than the heavier Clay-with-flint 
found on the higher terraces. When discussing, with the farmer, the sustainability of the soil 
for successive crops he reckoned that, without fertilizer, the soil here would be exhausted after 
about three cycles. This may be a factor in the transient nature of the Neolithic population, as 
reflected in the assemblages from the Shiplake area, and the broad distribution of artefacts 
from an extended time-frame, if the sustainability of the soil required them to move on after 
a few years, and then to return once the soils have rejuvenated. A similar conclusion was 
reached by Allen et al. (2013, 497) from the evidence at Dorney and Eton as discussed in 
Chapter 3 (see page 91).
Whilst the tool component of the assemblage from the field at Hampstead Bottom indicates 
it is chronologically mixed, implying the location was used periodically over an extended time-
frame, the location, adjacent to the site Eye and Dunsden causewayed enclosure (Fig. 7:4.18) 
may have had some influence on prehistoric activity here, which will be discussed further in 
Chapter 8.
Fig. 7:4.18. View west across the field to the eastern corner, showing the location of the Eye and Dunsden 
causewayed enclosure on the other side of the dry river valley directly ahead, marked E&D.
E&D
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7:5 Eye and Dunsden – Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill 
Site name: Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU 752775
Date of fi eldwalking: 29th April - 4th May 2015 
The aim of the fieldwalking survey at Spanhill 
Copse and Hampstead Hill was to investigate 
the lithic evidence from the ploughsoil to see 
if it supports RCHME’s interpretation of the 
cropmarks seen on aerial photography (Fig. 
7:5.1), as a possible Neolithic causewayed 
enclosure (www.pastscape.org.uk), which, 
as discussed in Chapter 2 page 48, has been 
the subject of some debate in the past 
(Lamdin-Whymark 2008, 141-158, 
Oswald et al. 2001, 54). 
Since the results of the fieldwalking survey, 
as shown below, provided positive evidence 
for an Early Neolithic presence here I 
decided additional fieldwork, in the form 
of a geophysical survey, was warranted 
to establish whether any evidence of 
archaeological features, corresponding with 
the cropmarks and the fieldwalking finds, 
could be ascertained. I also hoped that 
the geophysics would pick up the ground 
disturbance from Oxford Archaeological 
Unit’s 1974 trial trench (Fig. 7:5.2), to see 
where this may have been sited in relation 
to any hidden features to account for 
their negative results. The results of the 
geophysics are on pages 212-213.
© Historic England (NMR 211/357)
Top: Fig. 7:5.1. Aerial reconnaissance photograph, September 1970. Cropmarks north of Spanhill Copse, 
Eye and Dunsden, appear to represent part of a causewayed enclosure with two widely spaced circuits. 
© Historic England (NMR 211/357)
Bottom: Fig. 7:5.2. Map from the SOAG Archive showing the position of Oxford Archaeology Unit’s trench.
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Geology and Topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:5.3) is the Lambeth Group and White 
Chalk overlaid by a superficial deposit of Boyn Hill Gravel (see Fig. 7:5.3). When looking across 
Spanhill Copse field (Fig. 7:5.4) there was a very slight differential apparent with the Boyn Hill 
Gravel appearing as fractionally raised compared with the western side of the field. It was more 
visible in the Hampstead Hill field where the gravel deposit gave way to the Chalk. The southern 
edge of Spanhill Copse field is bounded by woodland on a steep escarpment leading down to 
the Thames floodplain 940 metres away, at an elevation of 69m this is a good viewpoint across a 
wide stretch of Thames where the River Lodden converges at Shiplake.
Fig. 7:5.4. Looking south-west across Spanhill Copse field, photo taken from the southern end of the 
hedge with Spanhill Copse on the left and the A4155 to the right of the field. 
Fig. 7:5.3. Map showing the loca  on and geology of the fi elds at Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill, 
outlined in red. (www.edina.ac.uk/digimap)
Key
Bedrock Superficial Deposit
Lambeth Group - Clay, Silt And Sand (LMBE-XCZS)
Seaford Chalk Formation – 
White Chalk (SECK-WHCK)
Boyn Hill Gravel Member -
Sand And Gravel (BHT-XSV)
Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 
Ordnance Survey (100025252). 
Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2019. © Crown copyright 




The fields were walked along transects spaced at 25m apart, in a north – south orientation 
aligned on the National Grid, with collection points at 25 metre stints along each transect. The 
fields had been ploughed, ready for the next crop to be planted, so the ground surface was flat 
and even with good visibility for fieldwalking. A total of 7.1 hectares was surveyed, while the 
whole of Spanhill Copse field was walked only part of Hampstead Hill was included, due to time 
constraints imposed by the farmer, with an arbitrary edge created at the break of slope.
Fieldwalking Survey Results
A total of 1124 items of worked and burnt flint were collected during this survey, the 
distribution of the artefacts across the fields comprised of 868 pieces of worked flint and 
debitage (Fig. 7:5.5) weighing 16690.15g, and 256 pieces of burnt flint (Fig. 7:5.6) weighing 
5567.21g. The two plots show a broad distribution of artefacts across both fields with a 
concentration in the area around the crop mark of worked flakes and to the west of the crop 
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Fig. 7:5.5. Plan of 
the area fieldwalked 
showing the two fields, 
divided by a hedge.
Distribution of the 
collected worked flint 
and debitage.
Source map: 
© Crown copyright 
and database rights 
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Fig. 7:5.6. Plan of 
the area fieldwalked 
showing the two fields, 
divided by a hedge.
Distribution of burnt 
flint.
Source map: 
© Crown copyright 
and database rights 
2019 Ordnance Survey 
(100025252).
Metrical analysis of the assemblage shows lithics from the Upper Palaeolithic through to the 
Bronze Age present in the ploughsoil at this location, demonstrated by the broad range of 
length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:5.7) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 7:5.8 overleaf) of the 
artefacts. The majority of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the medium band of the 
length:breadth ratio chart, however there are a significant number of narrower flakes within 
















Fig. 7:5.7. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage
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the data shown in the thickness chart, which shows the majority of the flakes being less than 
10mm thick at their widest point. This demonstrates the skill of the knapper, with the majority 
of these flakes being struck from prepared cores. Whilst there were some broad flakes present 
these were generally from prepared cores and would not be considered as Middle or Late 
Bronze Age in character, in fact the small number of later Bronze Age lithics is a feature of this 
site, when compared with the other fieldwalking surveys around Shiplake. It is possible the 
different geology on the higher ground at the Spanhill Copse field, with heavier clay and gravel 
soil, compared with the lighter silty gravel and chalk on the lower fields the may have some 















Fig. 7:5.9. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill assemblage, 
excluding burnt flint, into broad categories.






















Fig. 7:5.8. Bar chart showing the thickness of worked flakes and debitage
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Table. 7:5.1 Breakdown of the Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill assemblage.
A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types, 
is shown in Fig. 7:5.9 and Table 7:5.1. The majority of the defined tools are scrapers, cutting 
tools and piercers, however there are a number of cores present and a substantial quantity of 
debitage, or waste flakes, which indicate flint knapping was also carried out at this location.
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Scrapers
Included in the wide variety of scrapers in the assemblage are 4 disc scrapers (Fig. 7:5.10), these 
were made on short, rounded flakes with abrupt retouch extending around the lateral margins and 
the distal end. This form of scraper is found at both Early Neolithic and Late Neolithic Early Bronze 
Age sites. Likewise the large number of rounded end scrapers, which often had the scraping edge 
extending partway down either one or both lateral margins. However, the 26 hollow or concave 
scrapers are more often associated with Late Neolithic Early Bronze Age assemblages. 
Pointed tools
There are a large number of pointed tools present, 80 piercers often with a distinctive point 
at the distal end of the flake (Fig. 7:5.11A), 45 borers usually made with a broad point (Fig. 
7:5.11B), 23 awls often made at the junction of the distal end and either the right or left lateral 
margin (Fig. 7:5.11C). A number of awls were also made along an edge by making a small notch 
either side with fine abrupt retouch forming a small point.
Fig. 7:5.10. Disc Scrapers from Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill




There are 147 cutting tools present, of which 33 can be 
classed as having a saw-like edge, these have been listed 
as either denticulates (19) (Fig. 7:5.12A) with pronounced 
notched “teeth” or serrated (14) which have finer 
“teeth” along one edge. Tools of this type are generally 
found on Early Neolithic through to Early Bronze Age 
sites, with the finer tools belonging to the earlier period 
(Butler 2005, 139, 168). Serrated flakes from the early 
Neolithic period are generally made on relatively long 
narrow flakes with fine regular denticulations along one 
or both edges. At the Staines causewayed enclosure a 
large number of serrated blades were found with around 
“23 teeth per centimetre on the finest specimens, 
to between 11 and 14 on 24% and 8 and 10 on 46%” 
(Healey and Robertson-Mackay 1983, 5). 
The simple knives (95) were on a range of broad or 
narrow flakes, some were thick wedge shaped flakes and 
therefore cannot reasonably be defined as belonging to 
any specific prehistoric period. Other tool types include 
a Laurel Leaf point (Fig. 7:5.12B), which has one bifacially 
knapped edge and may have been used as a cutting tool, 
collected north of the crop mark, this is diagnostic tool 
for the Early Neolithic and is significant as an indication 
of activity at this location during that period. 
The Mesolithic or Early Neolithic butt end of an axe or 
adze (Fig. 7:5.12C), found near the field edge close to 
Spanhill Copse, is heavily patinated on one side and 
has evidence of plough damage. The crested blade 
(Fig. 7:5.12D), from Hampstead Hill field, is another 
Mesolithic or Early Neolithic diagnostic artefact. 
Fig. 7:5.12. Items from the assemblage: 







This example has a triangular cross section 
with bifacial removals on the dorsal side 
forming a central, crested ridge.
Cores
Overall 29 cores were collected: of these 
11 were single platform and 18 had 
multiple platforms. An example of each of 
these types is shown in Fig. 7:5.13: these 
two cores were collected from the same 
grid square. The small single platform core 
(A) could be from the Mesolithic, but is 
more probably from the Early Neolithic 
as the flake scars are not of a Mesolithic 
bladelet type. The platform surface is flat 
and shows well prepared edges for flake 
removals. The two platform, or bi-polar, 
core (B) also has well prepared platforms, 
indicating it could come from the same 
broad period in prehistory as core A. 
Burnt Flint
The majority of the burnt flint collected 
during the survey had been previously 
worked and whilst a lot may have 
been burnt debitage there were some 
identifiable tools, generally scrapers (Fig. 
7:5.13C), amongst them.
Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage from Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill 
fields suggests it is chronologically mixed, implying the location was used periodically over an 
extended time-frame. The assemblage contains a high proportion of tools (78%) to debitage 
(14%). However, the plot showing the distribution of  tools and debitage (Fig. 7:5.14.) shows a 
clustering of artefacts attributed to the Early Neolithic around the area with the crop mark. 
Fig. 7:5.13. A: worked out single platform core; 





Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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It is important to reflect on the evidence from other Early Neolithic sites discussed previously 
(Horton page 82, Yarnton page 79 and Spong Hill page 123), where, although few lithic artefacts 
were found in the ploughsoil, or during fieldwalking, an abundance of buried features, rich in 
artefacts, was subsequently excavated. Therefore it is not unreasonable to consider that the 
lithics, dating to the Early Neolithic, have come from the top of some buried features, which 
the plough has disturbed over the years and hence become distributed in the ploughsoil. These 
results were deemed significant enough to warrant a geophysical survey to see if any buried 
features corresponding to the fieldwalking survey were present.
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Spanhill Copse geophysical survey
A magnetometry survey was carried out with the assistance of SOAG members, it was located 
where the cropmarks had been recorded and where the highest density of lithics had been 
found; 37 x 30m2 grids were sampled at 1m, on 1m transverse, to cover the target features. 
The technical details of the survey are as follows: 
Type of survey: Magnetometer
Area surveyed: 1.54 hectares. 
Traverse separation: 1 metre
Reading/sample interval: 8 per metre.
Type, make and model of instrumentation: Bartington Grad 601/2 fluxgate gradiometer.
The resulting image from this magnetometry survey, placed over a Google Earth satellite image 
for context, can be seen below (Fig. 7:5.15).
Fig. 7:5.15. Result of the Bartington Grad 601/2 fluxgate gradiometer survey at Eye and Dunsden shown 
laid over a Google Earth photo of the site.   Image supplied by Roger Ainslie 
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Fig. 7:5.16. Analysis of 
the geophysical survey 
at Eye and Dunsden.
Result and interpretation of the magnetometry survey
The geophysics plots shown in Figs. 7:5.15 and 7:5.16 have been provided specifically for this 
project by Roger Ainslie, the results can be interpreted as showing:
1.  Outer section of probable ditch.
2. Main ditch-like high anomalies.
3.  Slight line with high readings, possibly an inner ditch or the edge of a bank.
4.  Large ferrous anomaly and smaller ones consistent with bricks or similar being used to
prevent vehicles being bogged down at the field entrance and iron near the hedge.
5.  Pit-like high anomalies. These could be natural as they are both inside and outside the main
ditch, but they could be archaeological.
6.  Slight high anomaly in what could be a circular ditch.
7.  Curving lines of low magnetic response which could relate to the outer section of ditch –
1 above.
When viewing the results it is important to consider that, although the size of a magnetic 
anomaly does not exactly replicate the features beneath the ploughsoil, the magnetic 
indication, from this survey, is that the main ditch (1) is some 2 metres wide, which would 












However, the extent of the magnetic anomaly can be seen as small if there is only a narrow 
band of responsive deposit at the bottom of the ditch. One of the outer, apparently concentric, 
arcs of low readings (6) aligns with the possible outer ditch, which is also visible on the aerial 
photo. It could be assumed that some parts of ditches had burnt material in them and others 
did not.
On discussing the results Roger Ainslee commented “This site has quite a lot of remains which 
could be detected magnetically. In addition to the main enclosure anomaly, the possible outer 
rings are of interest as it is rare for these to be detected and their existence should be tested.” 
(Roger Ainslee, pers. com.)
Conclusion
When analysing the results of the fieldwalking and the geophysical survey, along with the 
cropmarks in the aerial photograph, it could be argued that there is now compelling evidence 
for a buried archaeological feature, possibly a Neolithic causewayed enclosure at the field 
beside Spanhill Copse. Whilst it is not possible to date the feature from the geophysics it is 
worth mentioning that there is no documentary evidence of any historical building or feature 
at this location. Based on the fieldwalking survey, which produced only lithic artefacts – no 
pottery nor any other ‘man-made’ artefacts were found on the field surface, the lithic evidence 
suggests the feature belongs to a period in prehistory when the site was being actively used. 
With regard to the lack of evidence from the 1974 trench placed by the Oxford Archaeology 
Unit, looking at the position of the trench marked on the SOAG map (see page 202) and the 
corresponding position on the geophysics, beside a hedge dividing the two fields. It would 
seem that the 1974 trench was probably placed in a gap in the ditch, as the geophysics shows 
the ditch feature stopping around a metre before the trench position. The geophysics also 
shows that the ditch appears to continue on the other side, along the hedge line, before being 
lost due to the disturbed surface at the field entrance where the high magnetometry readings 
were recorded.  
The geophysics shows several pit-like high anomalies both inside and outside the area enclosed 
by the ditch, which may be of an archaeological nature and may denote prolonged Neolithic 
activity occurring at this location. Research into activity outside the Windmill Hill causewayed 
enclosure in Wiltshire (Whittle et al 2000), including lithics survey, geophysics, test pitting and 
excavation in 1992-3; revealed “one small concentration of Earlier Neolithic pits, and one small 
concentration of Later Neolithic pits”. Although the relationship between the enclosure ditches 
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and the earlier pits could not be determined, the activity in both phases appears to be similar 
in that they contain the remains of domestic activity, including flintworking and the processing 
of meat and plant foods. An interpretation of the Earlier Neolithic pits is that they represent 
sporadic, short-lived occupation of varying duration and character, as they were generally 
unweathered and backfilled and contained similar deposits as was found in the enclosure 
ditches. The Later Neolithic pits were similarly unweathered and backfilled, which suggests 
the location retained a significance as a “special place”, which continued to be visited by the 
ancestors of the people who dug the enclosure ditches. 
Looking at the results of the Eye and Dunsden geophysical survey, there are two concentrations 
of pit-like anomalies, one within and one outside the ditch, here too; similarly the lithic scatter 
contains fewer Early Neolithic than Later Neolithic flint artefacts across the hillside. Whittle et 
al (2000, 177) suggest that the longevity of activities at these monuments is more to do with 
the tradition of visiting the location, while the original significance of the hill, in relation to the 
surrounding landscape to the Early Neolithic people may have become blurred through time, 
making its historical significance the “dominant drawing power” to people in the later Neolithic.
Looking at the wider landscape (Fig. 7:5.17), south-east from Spanhill Copse (A) is the complex 
of Neolithic monuments at Straighthanger Field, Sonning (B) comprising of a cursus, three 
rectangular enclosures and an oval ring ditch (see pages 92-94). Therefore the possible 
association of these later monuments with an earlier causewayed enclosure needs to be 
considered, since there is evidence of similar features occurring together at Abingdon (oval 
barrow and causewayed enclosure, see page 79) and Eton (mortuary enclosure, oval barrow 
and two causewayed enclosures, see page 90). During the Neolithic the broad flat floodplain 
between Spanhill Copse and Sonning would have been a braided river, with small gravel 
islands, similar to the landscape excavated to the west of Reading at Green Park (see page 97), 
the dry valley at Hampstead Bottom forms an easy route up from the floodplain to Hampstead 
Hill and Spanhill Copse. Today the trees at Spanhill Copse prevent any intervisibility between 
the two monuments, however the ridge where the causewayed enclosure is sited is visible 
from the cursus. The site of the Sonning Cursus can be seen from the field beside the wood on 
Warren Hill, where the view across the floodplain is not restricted (Fig. 7:5.18).
As mentioned previously (page 48), Oswald et al. (2001, 54) have published their doubts about 
the validity of the results of the Oxford Archaeology Unit’s trial trench, as they consider that 
the photographic evidence showing the cropmarks is more compelling. Now with this new 
fieldwork it can be stated with more confidence that this is probably the site of a Neolithic 
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A
Fig. 7:5.17. Map showing the location of Spanhill Copse (A) in relation to the Neolithic complex at Sonning (B). 




Fig. 7:5.18. Photo taken from Warren Hill looking across the River Thames floodplain to the site of the 
Sonning cursus complex at B.
B
causewayed enclosure and deserves consideration for further, archaeological investigations to 
be carried out here in the future. Initially a resistivity survey in conjunction with some test pits 
over key features revealed in the geophysics, namely the ditch, and to investigate one or two of 
the pit-like anomalies. The aims would be to establish the size and depth of the ditch, and the 
position of any causeway gaps present, as well as to obtain some datable evidence.
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7:6 Shiplake Court Farm
Site name: Shiplake Court Farm, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU762783
Date of fi eldwalking: April, September, October 2015
The primary aim of the fieldwalking survey at Shiplake Court Farm was to see whether there 
is any evidence of prehistoric activity 750 metres from the river at an elevation of 64m. 
A secondary aim is to see how far the prehistoric lithic evidence, previously found in the fields 
surveyed to the south of the Henley Road (A4155), extended north from the River Thames. 
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:6.1) is predominantly White Chalk, 
overlaid by a superficial deposit of Boyn Hill Gravel, at the north western corner of the area 
surveyed it is the Lambeth Group overlaid by a HEAD deposit. 
The only indication of this on the ground was that the land began to slope upwards at this 
point towards the Chilterns, otherwise the fields were level with an even distribution of 
flint over the entire area. However, in the field nearest the Henley Road there is a large, 
circular depression – probably formed in the past by a sinkhole since the Chalk in this area is 
susceptible to sinkhole formation.
Fig. 7:6.1. Map showing the loca  on and geology of the fi elds surveyed, outlined in red, beside Shiplake 
Court Farm. (www.edina.ac.uk/digimap)
Bedrock Superficial Deposits
Lambeth Group - Clay, Silt And Sand (LMBE-XCZS)
Seaford Chalk Formation – 
White Chalk (SECK-WHCK)
HEAD - Gravel, Sand, Silt AND Clay 
(HEAD-XVSZC)
Boyn Hill Gravel Member -
Sand And Gravel (BHT-XSV)
Key
Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 




The 25 hectares surveyed beside Shiplake Court Farm is divided into four fields (See Fig. 7:6.2), 
Fields 2, 3 and 4 were walked along transects spaced at 25m apart, in an east – west orientation 
aligned on the National Grid, with collection points at 25 metre stints along each transect. Field 1 
was only partially walked, firstly for safety reasons, due to its close proximity with the busy A4155 
with only a narrow verge between it and the road, and secondly because of time constraints 
imposed by the farmer. Therefore the majority of transects walked in Field 1 were 50m apart; the 
“sink hole” was in the location of the 77950 transect so this was also omitted. Where the field 
became narrower, adjacent to Field 3, the 25m spaced transect grid was resumed.
Fields 2 and 3 were walked first in April 2015, they had been ploughed and recently planted 
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Fig. 7:6.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the field divisions and distribution of the collected worked 








in April, as it proved too difficult to see the surface effectively, this field was not walked until 
September 2015, along with Field 4, after they had both been ploughed. 
Fieldwalking Survey Results
A total of 1805 artefacts were collected during this survey, which comprised of 1521 pieces of 
worked flint and debitage weighing 49342.4g, and 255 pieces of burnt flint weighing 8063.5g, 
there were also 29 hammerstones collected. Fig. 7:6.2 shows the distribution of worked flint 
and debitage collected across the fields and Fig. 7:6.3. shows the distribution of burnt flint. 
The two plots show a broad distribution of artefacts across the four fields with three areas 
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Fig. 7:6.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:6.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Metrical analysis of the assemblage reveals lithics from the Upper Palaeolithic through to the 
later Bronze Age present in the ploughsoil at this location, demonstrated by the broad range of 
length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:6.4) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 7:6.5) of the artefacts. 
The majority of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the medium (65%) and broad 
bands (33.5%) of the length:breadth ratio chart, suggesting a prolonged period of activity 
ranging from the late Neolithic through to the later Bronze Age. 
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There is also a number of narrower flakes (8%) within the assemblage, a few of which could be 
considered as having characteristics of the Earlier Neolithic, although no diagnostic tools were 
found. This interpretation is supported by the data shown in the thickness chart, which shows 
a wide range of flake thickness within the assemblage. The broad thick flakes collected in the 
survey were generally attributed to the later Bronze Age, showing the diminished knapping 
ability of this period, which resulted in tools of an “expedient” nature.
A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types, is 
shown in Fig. 7:6.6 and Table 7:6.1. The majority of the defined tools are piercers, cutting tools 
and scrapers, however, there are a large number of cores present and a substantial quantity of 
















Fig. 7:6.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage, excluding burnt flint, into broad 
categories, shown by percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
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Table. 7:6.1. Breakdown of the assemblage from the fields beside Shiplake Court Farm, showing the 





There is a variety of scrapers in the assemblage; of these seven were disc type, made on short, 
rounded flakes with abrupt retouch extending around the lateral margins and the distal end (Fig. 
7:6.7 A). This form of scraper is found at both Early Neolithic and Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age sites, likewise the horseshoe scraper (Fig. 7:6.7 B) and the majority of the 71 rounded end 
scrapers (Fig. 7:6.7 C). The 51 hollow or concave scrapers, 6 spokeshaves and 2 thumbnail type 
scrapers are more often associated with Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age assemblages. 
Pointed tools
A total of 382 pointed tools were collected, making 
this the largest tool group present in the assemblage. 
Many of the points were damaged prior to discard, 
which could lead to an interpretation that, in such 
a flint-rich area, these tools were not curated 
when damaged instead a new one was made as a 
replacement. An exception to this observation is for 
the Early Neolithic awl artefacts, as several small 
points were made on these flakes prior to discard, 
and some of the 260 piercers and borers still 
retained a distinctive point (Fig. 7:6.8).
Fig. 7:6.7. Scrapers: A and B are from Field 1 (transects H and J), C is from Field 4 (transect O).
Fig. 7:6.8. Pointed tools: A-D are from Field 2, 








There are 294 cutting tools in the assemblage; the majority are simple knives (237), made on a 
range of broad or narrow flakes, and cannot be defined as belonging to any specific prehistoric 
period. Amongst the other types of cutting tools are 10 backed knives and 7 knives, which have 
been made on rounded disc-like flakes and are generally attributed to the Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age period (Fig. 7:6.9). Also present are 17 denticulate and 12 serrated edged flakes.
Arrowheads
There are 2 oblique arrowheads, attributed 
to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, in 
the assemblage one from Field 2 (Fig. 7:6.10 
A) and the other (Fig. 7:6.10 B) from Field 4. 
Both show signs of use-wear and evidence 
of hafting.
Axes
While there were no complete axes in 
the assemblage there were 4 broken axe 
fragments and 1 Thames Pick. One of the 
fragments had a tranchet flake removal at 
the end, indicative of a Mesolithic tranchet 
axe (Fig. 7:6.11 A), another (Fig. 7:6.11 B) 
had been burnt but still retained a smooth 




Fig. 7:6.9. Cutting tools: A – Backed knife; B – Disc knife; C – Denticulate edge.
Fig. 7:6.10. Oblique Arrowheads
Fig. 7:6.11. Axe side and cross-section. 





A – Neolithic single platform; 
B – Keeled; 
C & D – Multiple platform 
Cores
Overall 86 cores were collected: of these 24 were 
single platform and 62 had multiple platforms, there 
were 2 keeled cores amongst the assemblage (Fig. 
7:6.12). The cores demonstrate all levels of knapping 
ability with carefully prepared platforms on the 
earlier single platform cores, to those that resemble 
little more than “bashed lumps”, with a few flake 
removals from bruised platforms, of the later Bronze 
Age. A study of the core distribution across the four 
fields reveals that they were found in clusters, and 
in association with debitage, suggesting these were 
areas where flint knapping was occurring.
Burnt Flint
The 255 pieces of burnt flint, collected across these 
four fields, was a lower number per hectare, in 
comparison with the number collected, from the 
adjacent area walked south of the A4155 (sites 7:3 
and 7:4). This may have some significance as it could 
represent burnt flint being removed to the peripheral 
edges and being either ceremoniously, or practically, 
deposited away from a domestic living space. 
Some of the burnt flint collected had been previously 
worked, as in the polished axe fragment, which could 
be interpreted as a ritual destruction of a damaged 
tool at the end of its useful life.
Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage 
from the four fields beside Shiplake Farm indicates 
it is chronologically mixed, implying the location was 
used periodically over an extended time-frame. 
The assemblage contains a high proportion of tools 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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(71%) to debitage (13%), the field plot diagram (Fig. 7:6.13) shows the broad spread of artefacts 
across the four fields, with some clusters of diagnostic tools occurring to the north in fields 3 
and 4 and the east of field 2. As mentioned previously the majority of cores are also clustering in 
these areas suggesting a focus of activity, most probably sporadic over an extended time-frame. 
Two groups of Mesolithic microliths, of a bladelet type, some with evidence of having been 
created by snapping, were found in close proximity to each other. Six tools were found in 
Field 4 (transect R2) and four in Field 3 (transect S9), although it could not be said conclusively 
that these tools are contemporary, considering the effects of ploughing over the years, their 
proximity with each other, along with their size and manufacture, could be interpreted as being 
a ‘tool kit’ belonging to a person from a mobile community, such as the hunter gatherer lifestyle 








Fig. 7:6.14. Mesolithic to Early Neolithic microlith and bladelet type tools: 
top – Field 4; above – Field 3.
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7:7 Memorial Avenue
Site name: Memorial Avenue, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU760786
Date of fi eldwalking: October 2012
The aim of the fieldwalking survey at Memorial Avenue was to see whether any prehistoric 
lithic evidence was present in the ploughsoil, this field is 980 metres from the River Thames at 
an elevation of 67m. 
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:7.1) is predominantly White Chalk, 
overlaid by a superficial deposit of Boyn Hill Gravel, at the south-western corner of the field it 
is overlaid by a HEAD deposit. The field is level with an even distribution of flint over the entire 
area; the farmer informed me that a large tree had been removed from the southern side of 
field within the past decade, with the roots dug out then levelled over, therefore some deeper 
deposits will have been disturbed in this area.
Fig. 7:7.1. Map showing the loca  on and geology of the fi eld surveyed, outlined in red, beside Memorial 
Avenue, Shiplake. (www.edina.ac.uk/digimap)
Bedrock Superficial Deposits
HEAD - Gravel, Sand, Silt AND Clay 
(HEAD-XVSZC)
Boyn Hill Gravel Member -
Sand And Gravel (BHT-XSV)
Key
Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 
Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2019. © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).





The 12 hectare field beside Memorial Avenue was only partially walked at the request of the 
farmer, the transects extended 100m into the field on the western and southern sides (See Fig. 
7:7.2), this meant that one third of the field (4.2 hectares) was included in the survey. This was  
walked along transects spaced at 25m apart, in an east – west orientation aligned on the National 
Grid, with collection points at 25 metre stints along each transect.  
Fieldwalking Survey Results
A total of 654 artefacts were collected during this survey, which comprised of 532 pieces of 
worked flint and debitage weighing 13397.1g, and 114 pieces of burnt flint weighing 2179.8g, 
there were also 8 hammerstones collected. Fig. 7:7.2 shows the distribution of worked flint and 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).




The two plots show the artefacts collected were widely distributed across the field, with transect 
E to H having a slightly higher concentration. It is possible that this variation, between high and 
low concentration of artefacts, reflects the experience of the fieldwalkers, since this was one of 
the “training” fields for some of the SOAG members who were assisting with the survey.    
Metrical analysis of the assemblage reveals lithics from the Lower Palaeolithic, Mesolithic 
and Early Neolithic through to the Later Bronze Age present in the ploughsoil at this location, 
Fig. 7:7.4 shows the range of length:breadth ratios of the artefacts, while Fig. 7:7.5 shows the  
flake thickness measurements. The majority of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in 
the medium band (68.3%) of the length:breadth ratio chart, with the broad flakes at 23.2% 
and the narrow flakes making up 10%, suggesting a prolonged period of activity ranging from 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Fig. 7:7.3. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the field divisions and distribution of burnt flint.
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Thickness (mm)
Fig. 7:7.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:7.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
This interpretation is supported by the data shown in the thickness chart, which shows a wide 
range of flake thickness within the assemblage. The broad thick flakes collected in the survey 
were generally attributed to the Later Bronze Age, showing the diminished knapping ability of 
this period, which resulted in tools of an “expedient” nature.
A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types, is 
shown in Fig. 7:7.6 and Table 7:7.1. The majority of the defined tools are piercers, cutting tools 
and scrapers, however, there are a large number of cores present and a substantial quantity of 
debitage, or waste flakes, which indicate flint knapping was also carried out at this location.
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Scrapers
There is a variety of scrapers in the assemblage; including side (35), end (15), hollow (12), nose (1), 
disc (1) and thumbnail (1) types (Fig. 7:7.7). Disc and nose scrapers are found at both Early Neolithic 
and Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age sites. The hollow or concave scrapers, and thumbnail type 
scrapers are more often associated with Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age assemblages. Also present 















Fig. 7:7.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad categories, shown by 
percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:7.7 Scrapers: 
A – Hollow scraper; 
B – Side scraper; 
C – Disc scraper; 








Table. 7:7.1. Breakdown of the assemblage from the Memorial Avenue field survey, showing the number 





A total of 143 pointed tools were collected, making this the largest tool group present in the 
assemblage. This included of 28 awls, 9 with characteristics of the Early Neolithic, while 2 could be 
of a Mesolithic date. Some of the 70 piercers and 45 borers still retained a distinctive retouched 
point (Fig. 7:7.8) and had prepared platforms associated with the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, 
the remainder lack refined knapping skills and probably date to the Late Bronze Age.
Cutting tools 
There are 105 cutting tools in the assemblage; the majority are simple knives (58), made on a 
range of broad or narrow flakes, and cannot be defined as belonging to any specific prehistoric 
period. Amongst the other types of cutting tools are 30 backed knives, 3 discoidal knives, which 
have been made on rounded flakes, both of these tool types are attributed to the Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age period (Fig. 7:7.9). Also present are 10 denticulate and 5 serrated edged flakes.
Fig. 7:7.8. Pointed tools: 
A and B are Mesolithic Awls and Piercer. 
C and D are Early Neolithic Awls.
E is a distal end piercer/borer, F is a proximal 
end piercer/borer.
Fig. 7:7.9. Cutting tools: A – Simple knife; B – Early Neolithic D-shaped knife with invasive retouch along 












There are 2 arrowheads, attributed to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, in the assemblage 
(Fig 7:7.10); an oblique arrowhead from transect D2, and a partially worked arrowhead, with 
retouch around a tang, otherwise left unfinished, from transect F4. 
Axes
Three complete axes, and a broken 
one, were collected during the 
survey, one of these dates to the 
Lower Palaeolithic and the other 
three the Neolithic. The Acheulian 
Handaxe (Fig. 7:7.11 A) was probably 
mixed with the gravels transported 
here during the Anglian glaciation 
period, it was found close to where 
a mature tree had been removed, 
disturbing deep deposits. The 
Neolithic axes are small with 
bi-lateral flake removals from the 
cutting edge (Fig.7:7.11 B and C).
Cores
Overall 41 cores were collected: of 
these 14 were single platform and 
27 had multiple platforms, there 
were 2 small pebble flint cores 




Fig. 7:7.10. Arrowheads: A & B – Oblique arrowhead; C & D – partially worked tang on arrowhead blank.
Fig. 7:7.12. Small pebble flint core with 11 flake scars from 
multiple platforms, weight 10g.
Fig. 7:7.11. A – Acheulian handaxe; B – Fragment of Neolithic axe; 
C – Neolithic axe with bi-lateral flake removals along straight 
cutting edge.
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Fig. 7:7.13. Small core with arrowhead flake removal.
Fig. 7:7.14. 
A – Single platform 
Early Neolithic core; 
B – Small Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age cube 
core from exhausted 
nodule, 
C – Bi-polar core.
Fig. 7:7.15. 
Denticulate 
worked on a 
heated flint flake
A similar small core was recorded 
at Green Park in Area 3000B (Brossler 
et al 2004, 53). One of the cores 
appears to have been prepared for 
the removal of an arrowhead shaped 
flake prior to discard (Fig. 7:7.13). 
Attributes of the 14 single platform 
cores show that 1 is Early Neolithic, 
11 are Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age and 2 are Later Bronze Age date. 
The majority of the multi-platform 
cores collected date to the Late 
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, had 
well prepared platforms and were 
reduced to small cubes prior to 
discard (Fig. 7:7.14). The Later Bronze 
Age cores were identified from their 
larger size, crushed platforms, and 
few flake removals.
Burnt Flint
The 100 pieces of burnt flint 
collected had a similar distribution 
density to the worked flakes, so there 
were no defining areas with higher 
concentrations. As in other surveys 
some of the burnt flint collected had 
been previously worked. 
As well as burnt flint there were five 
flake tools that had been knapped 
from heated flint, including the 
denticulate shown in Fig. 7:7.15. 
There was also one core that had 




Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage from the field at Memorial Avenue 
indicates it is chronologically mixed, implying the location was used periodically over an 
extended time-frame. The assemblage contains a high proportion of tools (66.5%) to 
debitage (15%), the field plot diagram (Fig. 7:7.16) shows the spread of artefacts across the field, 
with some clusters of diagnostic tools occurring in transects D to H. The high number of cutting 
Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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tools in this assemblage may suggest it was an area where butchery was being carried out. 
Considering the results of this survey along with those of Kiln Lane to the west, which indicated 
little activity, an interpretation can be made that this area is the periphery of a settlement, 
which makes it somewhere suitable for butchery due to the task attracting predatory animals 
to the area. Alternatively, again since it appears to be on the edge of a settlement area, and due 
to the high number of pointed tools and discarded scrapers, this might be a place where hides 
were prepared for domestic use. 
239 
7:8 Kiln Lane, Shiplake
Site name: Kiln Lane, Shiplake, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU725839
Date of fi eldwalking: December 2012 
The aim of the fieldwalking survey at Kiln Lane was to investigate the level of lithic evidence 
present in the ploughsoil at different distances from the river. The field at Kiln Lane is 1.32Km 
from the River Thames at an elevation of 62m at the southern end, rising to 83m at its 
northern edge.
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:8.1) is the Lambeth Group and White 
Chalk with no superficial deposits (see Fig. 7:8.1). The soil in the field has around 30% flint 
inclusions, the underlying Chalk is evident on the slopes either side of the dry valley, which 
runs across the field at its widest point. The land rises at the north-west of the field towards 
High Wood. 




Lambeth Group - Clay, Sand and Gravel 
(LMBE-CSGR)
Seaford Chalk Formation – 
White Chalk (SECK-WHCK)
Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 




The 13 hectare field had been recently ploughed, however, there was a small amount of 
stubble from previous crop (wheat) present in the ploughsoil, there is a thin spread of brick 
fragments across the southern half of the field, debris from when the nearby brickwork kiln 
closed in 1955 and the chimney was blown up. The field was walked along transects spaced at 
25m apart in a north-south orientation aligned on the National Grid. 
Fieldwalking Survey Results
The majority of the 65 items of worked flint were recovered from two areas of the field (Fig. 
7:8.2); the southern area, where the ground is level before sloping down into the dry river 
valley, and on the slopes in the north-western area, which rises steeply onto the next river 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Fig. 7:8.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of the collected flint.
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Metrical analysis of the assemblage indicates the majority of the flakes were dating to the 
Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, based on the attributes of their platforms, which is also 
reflected in the length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:8.3) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 7:8.4) 
of the individual items. The majority (63%) of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the 
medium band of the length:breadth ratio chart, with 28% broad flakes, which tended to be 
the scrapers, and 13% falling in the narrow range. This interpretation is supported by the data 
shown in the thickness chart, which shows 70% of the flakes being less than 10mm thick at 
their widest point, again the scrapers formed the majority of the thicker flakes. 





























Fig. 7:8.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:8.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
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A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types 
is shown in Fig. 7:8.5 and Table 7:8.1. The majority of the defined tools are cutting tools (22), 
with 9 pointed tools and 8 scrapers. There were 2 multi-platform core collected and 6 debitage 
flakes, these were widely distributed across the field and appear not to have any spatial 
relationship.
Scrapers
There were 8 scrapers in the assemblage, 
one is discoidal, made on a short, 
rounded flake with abrupt retouch 
around the distal end and partially down 
the lateral margins (Fig. 7:8.6), this form 
of scraper is found at both Early Neolithic 















Fig. 7:8.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad categories, shown by 
percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:8.6. Discoidal scraper from transect R, Kiln Lane.
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Also collected were 4 end 
scrapers, 2 side scrapers and 1 
hollow scraper; these can belong 
to a broad period spanning Early 
Neolithic through to the Bronze 
Age (Fig 7:8.7). However, the 
knapping technique suggests 




Table. 7:8.1. Breakdown of the assemblage, from the field at Kiln Lane, showing the number of artefacts 
identified, along with the corresponding percentage of the total collected.
Fig. 7:8.7. End scrapers from Kiln Lane assemblage.
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Pointed tools
A total of 9 pointed tools were collected, 
of these one was made on a discoidal 
flake with the point formed at the 
proximal end (Fig. 7:8.8 A). Another, 
with a pronounced point, is made at the 
corner of a squarish flake (Fig. 7:8.8 B). 
Both of these exhibit Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age knapping characteristics.
Cutting tools 
There are 22 cutting tools in the 
assemblage the majority are simple 
knives (14), made on a range of broad 
or narrow flakes, which cannot be 
defined as belonging to any specific 
prehistoric period. Amongst the other 
types of cutting tools present are 6 
backed knives, 1 denticulate and 1 
serrated edged flakes (Fig. 7:8.9), which 
are grenerally assigned to the Late 
Neolihtic/Early Bronze Age period.
Burnt Flint
Only two burnt pieces of flint were collected during the survey, significantly less than at the 
other sites around Shiplake. Both of these were irregular in shape and had the characteristics 
consistent with being subjected to intense heat.
Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage from the field surveyed at Kiln Lane indicates 
it is less chronologically mixed than the adjoining fields at Memorial Avenue and Shiplake Farm, 
implying the location was only used occasionally during the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age 
period. The assemblage contains a high proportion of cutting tools (44%) to scrapers (17%) 
and pointed tools (20%). The field plot diagram (Fig. 7:8.10) shows some clustering of artefacts 
collected in two zones, to the north-west and to the south on the level ground adjacent to the 
Memorial Avenue field, with the dry valley running between both areas. 
Fig. 7:8.9. Cutting tools from Kiln Lane. A: backed knife; 
B: serrated cutting edge with use-wear damage.
A B
Fig. 7:8.8. A: Discoidal piercer from transect R, 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Fig. 7:8.10. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the distribution of tools, debitage and burnt flint 
collected.
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7:9 High Wood, Harpsden
Site name: High Wood, Harpsden, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU753784
Date of fi eldwalking: August 2013 
The fieldwalking survey was carried out whilst SOAG had access to the field beside the wood 
at High Wood for a resistivity survey over a crop mark, which may be connected to a Roman 
Villa they are excavating in the wood. The primary aim of the fieldwalking was to investigate 
the level of artefacts present in the ploughsoil, and to see if any correlation between artefacts 
and the crop mark could be ascertained. Therefore the fieldwalkers were looking for, and 
collecting, any man-made material not just lithics in this instance. 
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:9.1) is the Lambeth Group overlaid by 
a superficial deposit of Winter Hill Gravel. The soil in the field has around 30% flint inclusions, 
mixed in with the gravel. At an elevation of 85m and 2Km from the river, the field is on level 
ground with slopes on the south and east boundaries making it a good viewpoint, High Wood 
marks the northern boundary of the field.




Lambeth Group - Clay, Sand and Gravel 
(LMBE-CSGR)
Superficial Deposits
Winter Hill Gravel – Sand and Gravel 
(WIHG-XSV)
Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 




The 3.8 hectare field had been 
left fallow since the previous 
crop had been harvested, so 
was covered in stubble with 
grass growing through, only 
50% of the ground surface 
was visible. On the day the 
field was available just four 
transects were walked (1.6 
hectares), these were spaced 
at 25m apart in a north-south 
orientation aligned on the 
National Grid. 
Fieldwalking Survey Results
The majority of the 40 items 
of worked and burnt flint were 
recovered from the southern 
half of the field, which 
overlooked the surrounding 
area (Fig. 7:9.2); here the 
ground is level before sloping 
down into the dry river valley. 
Metrical analysis of the 
assemblage indicates the 
majority of the flakes were 
dating to the Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age, based on the 
attributes of their platforms, 
and the skill shown in the 
knapping process. The majority 
(73%) of the whole flakes 
from the assemblage fall 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Fig. 7:9.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing: 
A – the distribution of worked flint; 




length:breadth ratio chart 
(Fig. 7:9.3), with 27% in broad 
band. The thickness chart shows 
that none of the whole flakes 
were under 5mm thick (Fig. 
7:9.4), however, 67% of the flakes 
were in the next two thickness 
ranges (5-10mm and 10-15mm) 
at their widest point. The 
scrapers and borers make up the 
thicker flakes in the 
21-25mm (27%) band. 
A breakdown of the assemblage 
collected during the fieldwalking, 
along with the tool types is 
shown in Fig. 7:9.6 and Table 
7:9.1. The majority of the defined 
tools are cutting tools (8), with 
6 pointed tools and 4 scrapers. 
There was 1 single-platform core, 
which appears to have been 
re-used as a borer, and no 
debitage. The visibility of the, 
dry and dusty, ground surface 
through the stubble and 
vegetation, may have influenced 
the quantity of the artefacts 
collected during the survey 
(Fig. 7:9.5).



















Fig. 7:9.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole 
flakes, including debitage by percentage. Actual number 
collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:9.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of 
worked flakes and debitage by percentage. Actual number 
collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:9.5. Fieldwalking at High Wood, 
















Table. 7:9.1. Breakdown of the assemblage, from the area walked at High Wood, showing the number of 
artefacts identified, along with the corresponding percentage of the total collected.
Fig. 7:9.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad categories, shown by 
percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
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Scrapers
There were 4 scrapers in the assemblage, 
2 end scrapers, 1 nose scraper and 1 hollow 
scraper, these can belong to a broad period 
spanning Early Neolithic through to the 
Bronze Age (Fig 7:8.7). However the knapping 
technique suggests Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age manufacture. The multi-purpose, 
or composite, tool also had a scraping edge 
along the left lateral margin and a hollow 
scraper at the distal end (Fig. 7:9.8).
Pointed tools
A total of 6 pointed tools were collected, as 
well as the multi-purpose too, which has a broad boring point at the distal end and a narrower, 
piercing point, on the right lateral margin (Fig. 7:9.8). The tools are: 1 awl, made on a small blade 
type flake of a Mesolithic type; 3 piercers, made on pointed flakes with retouch around the 
pointed distal ends; 2 borers, which appear to be expedient tools, and whilst they may be typical 
of a later Bronze Age date, it is possible they are contemporary with the other Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age artefacts.
Cutting tools 
There are 8 cutting tools in the 
assemblage 4 simple knives, 2 backed 
knives and 2 tanged cutting tools 
(Fig. 7:9.9). The two tanged tools were 
found in relatively close proximity, 
one in Transect B5 (A) the other in C3 
(B), (see Fig. 7:9.12). Both have tangs 
at the distal end of the flake, with 
shoulder notches either side, to assist 
in attaching to a haft. The sharpened 
cutting edge is on the left lateral 
margin in A and on the right in B, 
which also has a notch made on the 
opposite margin.
Fig. 7:9.9. Hafted cutting tools. A: from B5 with close up of 
shoulder notches either side of tang. B: from C3.
Fig. 7:9.7. End scraper.





There was 1, single platform, core in the assemblage 
(Fig. 7:9.10), it is a good example of a Neolithic core 
with well prepared platform and 9 flake removal 
scars, which demonstrate the skill of the knapper. 
This core seems to have also been used as a borer, 
since the point at the base has further retouch, with 
evidence of use wear damage.
Burnt Flint
17 pieces of burnt flint were collected during 
the survey, which is 42.5% of the assemblage, 
the majority of these appear to be previously 
worked flint, which has been subsequently burnt. 
Whilst not immediately identifiable in their burnt 
state, some of them were probably scrapers, one 
exception is a pointed flake, possibly a piercer/
borer which, although burnt, has not degraded too 
much to identify it as such a tool (Fig. 7:9.10).
Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage 
from the field surveyed at High Wood shows it is less 
chronologically mixed than the other fields surveyed 
at Shiplake. Therefore, it is possible that the site 
was only used occasionally as a temporary stopping 
point, possibly by small family groups travelling 
through the landscape, between the Mesolithic and 
the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age period. 
The field plot diagram (Fig. 7:9.12) shows a cluster 
of both worked and burnt flint distributed over the 
level ground in the southern half of the field, which 
overlooks the surrounding landscape with the dry 
valley running east-west below. 
Fig. 7:9.10. Single platform core, 
re-used as a borer, from transect C2.
Fig. 7:9.11. Burnt flint piercer/borer tool 
from transect C4.
252 
As mentioned previously, this survey 
was done whilst SOAG members 
were investigating a crop mark in the 
north-east corner of the field, which 
is evident on both aerial photography, 
from the NMR archive, and Google 
Earth (Fig. 7:9.13), by conducting a 
resistivity survey over the feature. 
The results of their resistivity survey 
were inconclusive as the ground 
was too dry, after a hot summer. 
It was not possible to carry out a 
Magnetometry survey here due to 
the location of an electricity pylon in 
the field and cables directly overhead. 
The majority of cropmark area was 
devoid of any surface finds from 
the fieldwalking survey (Fig. 7:9.13). 
The finds that are present in the 
ploughsoil here have probably been 
dispersed from the cluster, by the 
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Fig. 7:9.12. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the 
distribution of tools and burnt flint collected.
Fig. 7:9.13. Images from Google Earth 2005 (A) and NMR photographic archive No. 14952, July 1993, (B)
showing cropmark, which appears to continue under the hedge into the eastern field in the NRM photo.
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7:10 Barrow Field, Cowfields Farm
Site name: Barrow Field, Cowfi elds Farm, Rotherfi eld Greys, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU727816
Date of fi eldwalking: September 2011 
The aim of the fieldwalking survey at Barrow Field was to investigate the level of lithic evidence 
present in the plough soil at a greater distance, and elevation, from the River Thames on the 
Winter Hill Gravel terrace. The field lies at an elevation of 94m, and the distance to the River 
Thames is 3.6k to the east, at Henley, and 5.3k to the south-west at Shiplake. 
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:10.1) is predominantly White Chalk, 
overlaid by superficial deposits of sand and gravel, and a small area of Clay-with-flints at the 
eastern margin. The field is level with an even distribution of flint in the well-drained gravels, 
about 70% of the ground surface was covered with stones, of which around 20% was flint. 
Barrow Field is c.20m above the Black Park Gravel terrace, which formed when the Thames 
once flowed through this valley between Mapledurham and Henley, during the late Anglian 
(MIS-12) period (Bridgland 1994,1-30,141; Hosfield 2007,1-19; Wymer 1961,10-14).
Fig. 7:10.1. Map showing the loca  on and geology of Barrow Field at Rotherfi eld Greys outlined in red. 
(www.edina.ac.uk/digimap)
Bedrock
Seaford Chalk Formation – 
White Chalk (SECK-WHCK)
River Terrace Deposits 
(Undifferentiated) – 
Sand And Gravel(RTDU-XSV)
Black Park Gravel 
Member - Sand And 
Gravel(BPGR-XSV)
Winter Hill 
Gravel - Sand And 
Gravel(WIHG-XSV)
Clay-With-Flints Formation 




Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 
Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2019. © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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This abandoned valley, known as the ‘Ancient 
Channel’ (Fig. 7:10.2), today lies at c.45m 
above the current level of the Thames and cuts 
through flint bearing Chalk along its length 
(Bridgland 1994, 141; Hosfield 2007, 19). 
Examination of the lithic content of the Black 
Park Gravels through the Ancient Channel has 
shown that they contain significant amounts 
of flint (Brigland 1994, 144). This is possibly a 
result of the action of the prehistoric river cutting down through the Chalk, releasing the flint 
and subsequently depositing it amongst the gravel on the riverbed. Within the woodland, 
to the south of the field, are the remains of numerous pits, dug into the Chalk, where large 
nodules of flint can be obtained.
Methodology
The 5 hectare field had been ploughed and rolled, ready for planting the new crop. The field 
was walked along transects spaced at 25m apart in a north-south orientation aligned on the 
National Grid. A large group of SOAG members assisted in the fieldwalking survey, many of 
whom were novices, which may be reflected in the results since only two burnt flints were 
collected over the whole field. The area around the mound has been taken out of ploughing to 
preserve the remaining archaeology, at the north-east edge of the field is a deep ‘pit-like’ area 
with mature trees growing through it.
Fieldwalking Survey Results
The assemblage total for the 
fieldwalking survey is 59. 
Fig. 7:10.3 shows the 
distribution of the artefacts 
across the field, which does 
not appear to have any 
obvious pattern, and may be 
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Fig. 7:10.3. Plan of the area 
fieldwalked showing the 
distribution of the assemblage.
Fig. 7:10.2. Map showing the loca  on of the 
Ancient Channel in rela  on to Greys Mound.
Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Metrical analysis of the assemblage indicates the majority of the whole flakes were dating to 
the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, based on the attributes of their platforms, which is also 
reflected in the length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:10.4) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 
7:10.5) of the individual items. The majority (80%) of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall 
in the medium band of the length:breadth ratio chart, with 14.5% broad flakes, these tended 
to be the scrapers, and 4.5% falling in the narrow range. This interpretation is supported by the 
data shown in the thickness chart, which shows 63% of the flakes being less than 10mm thick 
at their widest point, again the scrapers formed the majority of the thicker flakes. 
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Fig. 7:10.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:10.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and debitage by percentage. 



















Table. 7:10.1. Breakdown of the assemblage, from the field at Barrow Field, showing the number of 
artefacts identified, along with the corresponding percentage of the total flint collected.
Fig. 7:10.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad categories, shown by 
percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
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A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types 
is shown in Fig. 7:10.6 and Table 7:10.1. The majority of the defined tools are cutting tools 
(18), with 14 pointed tools and 10 scrapers, these were widely distributed across the field and 
appear not to have any spacial relationship.
Scrapers
There were 10 scrapers in the assemblage, one is 
an end scraper, made on a short, rounded flake 
with abrupt retouch around the distal end (Fig. 
7:10.7A). Also present is a nose scraper, made 
by abrupt retouch at the distal end of a pointed 
flake (Fig. 7:10.7B), this form of scraper is found 
at both Early Neolithic and Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age sites. Also collected were 4 side 
scrapers, 2 hollow scrapers, and 3 end scrapers, 
these can belong to a broad period spanning Early 
Neolithic through to the Bronze Age. However the 
knapping technique suggests Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age manufacture.
Pointed tools
A total of 14 pointed tools were collected, including: 
8 piercers, 2 borers and 4 awls. The piercer shown 
in Fig. 7:10.8 has a pronounced ridge on the dorsal 
side, giving it a triangular cross-section, both lateral 
margins leading to the pointed distal end are 
retouched. The flake is patinated suggesting a Late 
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age date range.
Cutting tools 
There are 18 cutting tools in the assemblage, of 
these 7 are simple knives, 8 are backed knives, 
made on a range of broad or narrow flakes, 3 have 
denticulate edges and one is made on a discoidal 
type flake (Fig. 7:10.9), which is generally assigned 
to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age period.
Fig. 7:10.8. Piercer from the northern 
end of Transect B.
Fig. 7:10.9. Discoidal flake cutting tool.





There were 2 multiple platform 
cores collected during the 
fieldwalking survey, one which 
is cuboid in shape with 14 flake 
scars, is a good example of a 
Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age 
core (Fig. 7:10.10).
Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage from Barrow Field suggests a Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age date range, which correlates to the probable date for the construction of 
the barrow. The assemblage contains 53 items of worked flint, with a high proportion of tools 
(85%) to debitage (15%), which as the field plot diagram (Fig. 7:10.11) shows were sparsely 
spread across the area walked. Although no specific clustering is apparent, it does appear that a 
Fig. 7:10.10. Multiple platform, cuboid core, with 14 flake scars, 
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Fig. 7:10.11. Plan of the area surveyed showing the distribution of tools and debitage collected.
Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Fig. 7:10.12. The reduced mound in Barrow Field viewed from the north, looking south in 2009.
Fig. 7:10.13. Selection of tools from 2009 survey of Barrow Field. 1: End and side scraper; 2: Borer on 
natural flint; 3: Borer; 4: Backed knife; 5: Simple knife. (Flint drawings by Janet Eastment)
group of scrapers and pointed tools were the only tool in north-eastern corner of the field, and 
cutting tools in a broad swathe from the south-eastern, across to the north-western, corner. 
Consideration must be given to the possibility that there may have been other barrows at this 
location, possibly different types, which may have been completely lost due to farming, and 
the areas without any finds may be an indication of their position.
However, when viewing the results, it is important to consider the experience of the fieldwalkers, 
since most of them were collecting flint for the first time, it is possible that more of the smaller 
flakes were missed, or not recognised as worked flint in the mixed gravel and flint soil matrix, 
about 70% of the ground surface was covered with stones. A previous survey at Barrow Field 
(Fig. 7:10.12) was carried out, with the assistance of SOAG members, in 2009 and was the focus 
of my BA dissertation. On this occasion just 0.75 hectares at the north end of the field was 
available to walk using in an intensive survey method, with transects spaced at just 2m apart. 
An assemblage containing 96 worked flints was collected, which on analysis provided evidence 
for two periods of occupation, Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age and Middle to Late Bronze Age 








7:11 Row Croft, Cowfields Farm
Site name: Row Cro  , Cowfi elds Farm, Rotherfi eld Greys, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU729816
Date of fi eldwalking: August 2012 
Although the primary aim of the fieldwalking survey at Row Croft remains the same as for the 
adjacent Barrow Field, discussed previously, a secondary aim was to investigate whether there 
were lithics present in the ploughsoil to the east of the burial mound, this survey was carried 
out a year after the survey in the adjoining Barrow Field and the same members of SOAG 
participated once more, for consistency in both surveys.  
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:10.1) is predominantly White Chalk, 
overlaid by superficial deposits of sand and gravel, a strip of Clay-with-flints is present in the 
southern half of the field, at the head of a dry valley. However, an examination of the soil 
across the field suggests a more uniform clayey silt matrix, with about 35% of the ground 
surface being covered with stones; flint is the predominant lithic present on the surface 
(around 80%). The field is generally level with no discernible slope in any direction.
Fig. 7:11.1. Map showing the loca  on and geology of Row Cro   at Rotherfi eld Greys outlined in red.   
(www.edina.ac.uk/digimap)
Bedrock
Seaford Chalk Formation – 
White Chalk (SECK-WHCK)
River Terrace Deposits 
(Undifferentiated) – 
Sand And Gravel(RTDU-XSV)
Black Park Gravel 
Member - Sand And 
Gravel(BPGR-XSV)
Winter Hill 
Gravel - Sand And 
Gravel(WIHG-XSV)
Clay-With-Flints Formation 




Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 




The 3.6 hectare field had been recently ploughed, ready for planting the new crop. The 
field was walked along transects spaced at 25m apart in a east-west orientation aligned on 
the National Grid. The same group of SOAG members assisted in the fieldwalking here as 
participated in the Barrow Field survey (Fig. 7:11.2).
Fieldwalking Survey Results
The assemblage total for the 
fieldwalking survey is 111, 
Fig. 7:11.3 shows that the 
distribution of the artefacts 
across the field is sparse, with 
a slightly higher concentration 
in the southern end of the field 
on the Clay-with-flints geology. 
No burnt flint was collected 
during the survey, either 
because it wasn’t present, or 
because the fieldwalkers did 
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Fig. 7:11.3. Plan of the area 
fieldwalked showing the 
distribution of the assemblage.
Fig. 7:11.2. Fieldwalking Row Croft.
Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Metrical analysis of the assemblage indicates it relates to two distinct periods in prehistory, 
while the majority of the whole flakes were dating to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, 
based on the attributes of their platforms, also present are crudely made, expedient tools, 
which would be assigned to the Middle or Late Bronze Age. This is also reflected in the 
length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:11.4) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 7:11.5) of the 
individual items. The majority (72%) of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the 
medium band of the length:breadth ratio chart, 5% fall in the narrow range. Meanwhile, 23% 
are broad flakes, these tended to be the poorly made tools with bruised platforms, large bulbs 
of percussion and hinged or step terminations. This interpretation is supported by the data 
shown in the thickness chart, which shows 64% of the flakes being less than 10mm thick at 
their widest point, again the poorly knapped flakes formed the majority of the thicker 36%. 
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Fig. 7:11.4. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage by percentage. 
Actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
Fig. 7:11.5. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and debitage by percentage. 


















Table. 7:11.1. Breakdown of the assemblage, from the field at Row Croft, showing the number of artefacts 
identified, along with the corresponding percentage of the total flint collected.
Fig. 7:11.6. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the assemblage into broad categories, shown by 
percentage with actual number collected shown above the corresponding bars.
A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types is 
shown in Fig. 7:11.6 and Table 7:11.1. The majority of the defined tools are pointed tools (27), 
with 26 cutting tools and 16 scrapers, these were broadly distributed across the field with no 
apparent tool type clusters occurring anywhere.
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Scrapers
There were 16 scrapers in the assemblage, these consist of: 8 side scrapers, 6 hollow scrapers, 
and 2 end scrapers. The scrapers present in this assemblage can be assigned to two distinct 
periods, there are those with attributes consistent with Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age 
manufacture, and others that, often made on natural flints, would be classed as expedient tools, 
characteristic of the Middle to Late bronze Age (Fig 7:11.7).
Pointed tools
A total of 14 pointed tools were 
collected, including: 15 piercers, 
6 borers and 6 awls. These tools 
also fall into two distinct prehistoric 
periods. Some are made on flakes 
which have Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age knapping characteristics, 
such as the awl (A) and piercer (B)
in Fig. 7:11.8. While others are made 
on natural pointed flints which have 
been modestly retouched to make 
an expedient tool, such as the borers 
(C&D) in Fig 7:11.8. Fig. 7:11.8. Pointed tools from Row Croft. A: Awl; B: Piercer; 
C & D: Borers made on natural flint.
Fig. 7:11.7. Scrapers from Row Croft: 
A: Disc-shaped scraper  with plough damage; 
B & C: Hollow scrapers; 
D: Scraper made on thermal flake; 








There are 26 cutting 
tools in the assemblage, 
of these 17 are simple 
knives, 5 are backed 
knives, made on a 
range of broad or 
narrow flakes, 2 have 
denticulate edges and 
2 have serrated edges (Fig. 7:11.9). The cutting tools generally appear to have characteristics 
which would assign them to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age period, this may be because 
metal was replacing these tools in the Late Bronze Age therefore fewer flint knives were 
being knapped.  
Interpretation of the lithic survey
Typologically the tool component 
of the assemblage from Row 
Croft suggests a Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age and a Middle to 
Late Bronze Age presence at this 
location. The assemblage contains 
111 items of worked flint, with a 
high proportion of tools (82%) to 
debitage (18%), which as the field 
plot diagram (Fig. 7:11.10) shows 
were concentrated towards the 
southern end of the field, without 
any specific clustering. 
While the same SOAG members 
walked this field and Barrow 
Field the lack of burnt flint being 
collected does not mean it wasn’t 
present, as it is possible it was not 
recognised as such by the novice 
fieldwalkers.
Fig. 7:11.9. Cutting tools from Row Croft: A: Serrated edge; B: Denticulate 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance 
Survey (100025252).
Fig. 7:11.10. Plan of the area surveyed showing the distribution 
of tools and debitage collected.
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Fig. 7:11.11. Row Croft, looking south-east.
A previous survey at Row Croft (Fig. 7:11.11) was carried out in 2010, with the assistance of 
SOAG members as part of my BA dissertation. On this occasion ten gridded 20m squares 
at the north end of the field were intensively examined and 21 pieces of struck flint were 
collected, while the remainder of the field was informally walked east-west in 10m intervals. 
An assemblage containing 58 worked flints was collected, which on analysis provided evidence 
for three periods of occupation, Mesolithic, Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age and Middle to Late 
Bronze Age (Fig. 7:11.12) based on the attributes of the worked flint (Eastment 2011, 19-24). 
The assemblage from Row Croft differs from the adjacent Barrow Field’s, in the quantity of 
later prehistoric flintwork, which indicates a settlement here in the Middle to Late Bronze 
Age. This suggests that the later prehistoric people coming to this location were respecting 
the nearby Burial Mound, and, whilst being a place of ancestral significance they distanced 
their activities from it, although it may have influenced their initial reason for visiting, and 
subsequently settling. According to Richard Bradley (pers. comm.) “during the Middle Bronze 
Age onwards marginal land such as this, at Row Croft, became settled and people used 
expedient tools, picking up whatever was at hand to use at once then discard”. The Middle 
to Late Bronze Age element of the assemblage from Row Croft reflects this statement, with 
scrapers and pointed tools often made on thermal flakes, with minimum retouch.
Fig. 7:11.12. Selection of tools from 2010 survey of Row Croft. 1: Thumbnail scraper; 2: End scraper; 







7.12 National Trust Greys Court Estate
Site name: Spire Field, Greys Court Estate, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire
Grid reference: SU725839
Date of fi eldwalking: December 2011 
The aim of the fieldwalking survey at Greys Court was to investigate whether there was any lithic 
evidence in the ploughsoil demonstrating a prehistoric presence at a distance of 4Km from the 
River Thames at Henley (7.12Km from the river at Shiplake); and at an elevation of 136m. 
Geology and topography
The bedrock geology of the field (outlined in red in Fig. 7:12.1) is the Lambeth Group and White 
Chalk Formation overlaid by a superficial deposit of Clay-with-flints (see Fig. 7:12.1). This was 
apparent on the ground with the northern half of the field having about 30% flint making up 
the surface coverage, while on the lower half where there was no superficial deposit there was 
around 5% flint inclusions. The field rises to a high wooded plateau of the Chilterns, which is 
adjacent to the north, to the west the parkland beyond is level before dropping steeply to the 
west and south.




Lambeth Group - Clay, Silt And Sand 
(LMBE-CLSISA)
Seaford Chalk Formation – 
White Chalk (SECK-WHCK)
Clay-With-Flints Formation - 
Clay, Silt, Sand And Gravel (CWF-XCZSV)





Source maps: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252). 
Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2019. © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Projection: British National Grid





Although Spire Field is now a single field, located at grid reference SU725839 (Fig. 1), the 
National Trust Estate Office informed me that in the past it had been divided in two, the lower 
half known as Green Field, the division is shown by the broken line in Fig. 7:12.2. The field 
had been recently ploughed and sown with grass seed, as it was being returned to pasture. 
Although the seedlings were already growing at the time of the fieldwalking survey there was 
still sufficient bare earth to be seen and in many areas the seedlings were quite sparse. The 
6.7 hectare field was walked along transects spaced at 25m apart in an east – west orientation 
aligned on the National Grid. 
Fieldwalking Survey Results
The majority of the 65 items of worked flint were recovered in the northern part of the field 
(Fig. 7:12.2), the fact that this was once a separate field may have some bearing on this result, 
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Fig. 7:12.2. Plan of the area fieldwalked showing the historic field division and distribution of the collected 
flint.
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Metrical analysis of the assemblage indicates an earlier Bronze Age date based on the 
length:breadth ratios (Fig. 7:12.3) and flake thickness measurements (Fig. 7:12.4) of the 
individual items. The majority of the whole flakes from the assemblage fall in the medium 
band of the length:breadth ratio chart, with some broad, squarish flakes and a couple of 
narrow flakes, this suggests an earlier Bronze Age date as the flakes do not exhibit the narrow 
blade technology of the Neolithic period nor the very broad characteristics of the middle to 
late Bronze Age. This interpretation is supported by the data shown in the thickness chart, 
which shows the majority of the flakes being less than 10mm thick at their widest point. Flakes 
tend to become much thicker during the middle Bronze Age when knapping skills began to 
deteriorate with the advent of metal. There is one primary flake, that was much thicker and 
heavier than all the others, which is unsurprising considering the very nodular raw material 
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Fig. 7:12.3. Bar chart showing Length:Breadth ratios of whole flakes, including debitage
Fig. 7:12.4. Bar chart showing the thickness measurement of worked flakes and debitage
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Fig. 7:12.5. Bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the Greys Court assemblage into broad categories.
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A breakdown of the assemblage collected during the fieldwalking, along with the tool types is 
shown in Fig. 7:12.5 and Table 7:12.1. 
Scrapers
There is a predominance of scrapers, of which side 
and end scrapers form the majority (Fig. 7:12.6A), there 
were also three very narrow end scrapers which have 
been classed as nose scrapers, whilst nose scrapers 
are predominantly found in Neolithic contexts it is not 
being suggested these are from that period, since they 
do not exhibit the knapping techniques characteristic 
of the Neolithic period. However, due to the deliberate 
blunting of the narrow end they would not be classed as 
a pointed tool. 
Pointed tools
The pointed tools within the assemblage have been sub-
divided into awls, piercers and borers depending on the 
size and thickness of the point, awls are the flakes with 
small thin points and borers with very broad flat points, 
piercers fall between these two criteria (Fig. 7:12.6B). 
Since these points are not exclusively on the distal ends 
it is possible, according to Butler (2005, 185) that they 
may indicate a Later Bronze Age date for manufacture. 
Cutting tools
Flakes which are classed as cutting tools, because of the 
retouch along one or more “sharp” edges, along with 
pointed tools were the second largest group of tools 
present. Many of the cutting tools (Fig. 7:12.6C) would 
be classed as simple knives, with either some cortex 
remaining on the blunt edge or some partial retouching 
to facilitate holding; there was one backed knife which 
had been retouched along the length of the blunt edge.
Fig. 7:12.6. Tools from the assemblage. 






Oblique arrowheads are attributed to the Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age, since this one (Fig. 7:12.7) is not a 
particularly good example it is possible this was an 
unfinished arrowhead that may have been utilised as a 
cutting implement, as there appear to be some inclusions 
in the raw material that may have made it impossible to 
thin the flake down any more. 
Cores
The single platform core (Fig. 7:12.8) collected during 
the fieldwalking survey is three sided with eight flake 
scars distributed around them; it has been worked 
out completely. Due to its triangular shape there is a 
possibility this may have subsequently been used as 
a borer, which may account for its presence at this 
location in the absence of any other cores.
Interpretation 
Typologically the tool component of the assemblage 
from Spire field suggests it is chronologically mixed 
implying the location was used periodically over 
an extended time-frame. The assemblage contains 
a high proportion of tools and flakes with worked 
edges compared to the debitage collected and, as 
discussed previously, this might indicate a bias during 
the collection process since the area of the field, where the majority of the artefacts were 
collected (Fig. 7:12.9), had a high proportion of flint (30%) distributed across the surface and 
waste flakes may not have been easily recognisable. However considering the fact that only 
one core was collected there is a strong argument to say that the proportion of debitage (14%) 
to tools (78%) may be an accurate ratio for this field.
Based on the chronometric analysis of the assemblage it would appear that most activity at the 
Greys Court site relates to the Early Bronze Age period, extending in to the Middle Bronze Age. 
Since the lithic scatter was confined to one area of the field it is possible that this area may 
have been the site of a seasonal camp, that may have been used sporadically over many years. 
Fig. 7:12.8. Single platform core.
Fig. 7:12.7. Oblique arrowhead 
(unfinished?)
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Source map: © Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Although, when looking at the spatial distribution, of the flint across the site, consideration 
must be given to the fact that the field was once two separate fields, as the distribution may 
be the result of historical land use and/or ploughing. However, the second half of the field 
(Green Field) is steeper than the top half (Spire Field), making it less suitable as a habitation 
site when the top of the field has level ground. The low number of debitage flakes and cores 
suggests tools were brought here from a manufacturing site elsewhere, possibly nearby. The 
lack of expedient tools present in the assemblage suggests that this location was not used after 
the Middle Bronze Age. 
There is a possibility that any Early Bronze Age activity may relate to “Prospect Mound”, which 
is a few metres to the east of the field, although that is generally considered to be a more 
recent feature relating to the parkland of the current estate. 
274 
Evaluation of the fieldwalking survey results
The results of the fieldwalking surveys undertaken for this research have revealed a previously 
unknown wealth of archaeological material present in the ploughsoil, particularly on the Boyn 
Hill Terrace above the Thames at Shiplake. The assemblage total, collected from the nine 
fields (82.8ha) surveyed around Shiplake, is 5940 items of burnt and worked flint, which, when 
extrapolating the observed density to assume 100% coverage, gives a density of 287 artefacts 
per hectare. Table 7.2 shows a breakdown of the assemblages for each field, with the total 
number of worked and burnt flint itemised separately, and the corresponding densities for 
each. The density of flints per hectare recorded during the surveys indicate a considerable 
level of prehistoric activity, especially around Shiplake, confirming the importance of the site to 
the locality. 







    
 
1.  Transects spaced 25m apart, average of 5 metres examined in each transect equates to 20% of the field walked 
for each survey.
2. Lithic density extrapolated to assume 100% coverage.
Table 7.2. Lithic data from the locations surveyed.
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These results show that the density of worked lithics in the plough soil is greatest across the 
level ground of the Boyn Hill Terrace above the River Thames at Shiplake, with the highest 
density in the fields at Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill, the site of the Neolithic causewayed 
enclosure. At Shiplake the lithic density diminishes on the fields further away from the river, 
as seen in fields 8 and 9 which are on the slopes of the Chilterns, and at Rotherfield Greys. 
The higher density in field 11 (Row Croft) may include a Middle or Late Bronze Age farmstead 
or seasonal camp, while the field with the barrow (Barrow Field) has a lower density.  
The field with the highest density of burnt flint is Warren Hill, where a significant quantity 
formed a cluster at the southern end of the field (see page 183), in the adjacent field a high 
density was found in the area which sloped down just below the cluster. The field at Spanhill 
Copse also had areas with high density of burnt flint, which correspond to possible pit-like 
features on the geophysics (see page 213).
Looking in more detail at the analysis of the worked flint recovered from the fieldwalking 
surveys, it appears that pointed and cutting tools predominate the assemblages, with scrapers 
generally coming as the third most collected tool (Table 7.3). The exception to this is at 
Hampstead Bottom and Greys Court, where scrapers were the predominant tool, while the 
Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill assemblage has nearly equal quantities of the three tool 
types. The assemblages from the fields further away from the river: Kiln Road, High Wood and 
Table 7.3. Comparison of scrapers, pointed and cutting tools by percentage from the assemblages.
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Barrow Field all have cutting tools  as the predominant tool type, while at Row Croft cutting 
and pointed tools were almost equal in quantity. This may indicate that the sites at higher 
elevation and further from the river had a different purpose, since not so many tasks involving 
pointed tools may have been undertaken. Instead tasks involving cutting, such as perhaps the 
butchering of hunted animals, may have been carried out here.
The assemblages from each of the individual fields surveyed at Shiplake contain a similar 
percentage of these three tool types, meaning no obvious patterning is occurring that could 
suggest areas were reserved for specific tasks. Therefore, it could be inferred that this 
data shows there was not a large settlement here in any one period, but a series of small 
occupations, possibly a few family groups over an extended time frame, which were distributed 
across the first terrace above the river. Fig 7.4 shows the even distribution of worked flint, 
collected during the fieldwalking surveys, across the level ground of the Boyn Hill Terrace, 
closest to the river, which diminishes as the distance and elevation gets greater, the exception is 
the field with the causewayed enclosure at Spanhill Copse (Fig. 7.4).
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Area of field not surveyed
Fig. 7.4. Map of Shiplake showing worked flint collected during the fieldwalking surveys.






A similar conclusion can be derived from the Rotherfield Greys assemblages, although here the 
period of occupation appears to have been during the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age period 
and then again in the Middle Bronze Age period. At the Barrow Field and Row Croft sites the 
burial mound may account for people visiting in the earlier period, whilst the tools from the 
later period may indicate a small, possibly seasonal, farming settlement here, see discussion 
on page 343. The assemblage from Greys Court has a similar dating pattern, with a quantity of 
later prehistoric tool types present.
Consideration needs to be made concerning the lower percentage of debitage collected across 
the survey areas for each assemblage, in comparison with other fieldwalking surveys, which 
are discussed in Chapter 8, this might be because of the vast quantity of flint contained within 
the ploughsoil, which may have resulted in a collection bias towards flint with obvious signs of 
retouch, or “tool” forms, than debitage flakes amongst the natural and plough struck flakes. 
However, in relation to the number of cores collected, the quantity of debitage flakes collected 
may not be considered too out of proportion for the assemblage totals and may be an indication 
that primary flint knapping was not a frequent activity in this area.
When the burnt flint was assessed it became apparent that some of the pieces had been 
previously worked, with some even identifiable as tools. A breakdown of the burnt flint from 
the assemblages is shown in Table 7.4. It is possible that more of the burnt flint had been 
worked, but because many of the items were degraded, the edges are now too damaged to 
      
    
    
  
Table 7.4. Breakdown of the burnt flint from the assemblages.
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positively say whether they had been retouched. Therefore it is generally the thicker tools 
which have survived sufficiently to be identified, such as the scrapers and cores, along with 
borers, although they may have been piercers as the finer points would have been destroyed.
Whilst Warren Hill had the largest quantity (and density) of burnt flint collected of all the 
surveys (Fig 7.5), it is the field at Spanhill Copse and Hampstead Hill that has the highest 
percentage of worked burnt flint identified from within its assemblage. This could be related 
to activities at this causewayed enclosure during the Early Neolithic period, with burnt flint 
being placed in either the ditch or the pits seen on the geophysics (Fig. 5.16), and subsequently 
disturbed through ploughing, spreading it across the field surface.
In Chapter 8 a comparison will be made between the artefacts from the recent fieldwalking 
surveys at Shiplake and the 1991 and 1997 Mapledurham surveys, from the museum archives.  
55 50
1-2 11-153-4 8-10
KEY Number of Burnt Flint




Area of field not surveyed
Fig. 7.5. Map of Shiplake showing burnt flint collected during the fieldwalking surveys.







CHAPTER 8:  Reconstructing the past landscape – a discussion
This chapter will reassess the research aims, reviewing the results of the new fieldwork from 
the study area, along with museum archives, to see what inferences can be made concerning 
the use of the landscape of the study area in prehistory. This discussion will then be expanded, 
to evaluate the conclusions reached, alongside other archaeological evidence at a local and 
regional level, to see if there are any similarities, or differences, and how this area compares 
to others. Finally comparisons will be made with other fieldwalking studies across the south of 
England, to see how effective surface collection surveys are in enabling the reconstruction of a 
past landscape and to understand what activities were carried out there in prehistory.
To re-cap, the primary aims of this research were as follows:
1.0.  To use the lithic evidence (primarily worked flint tools), to investigate the extent of 
Mesolithic to Late Bronze Age (c.8000BC – c.1000BC) activity in the Middle Thames Valley, 
with a focus on an area north of the Thames between Gatehampton, near Goring and 
Henley-on-Thames.
2.0.  To use the assemblages collected from the fieldwalking surveys and the material present 
in the museum archives, to examine the distribution of lithics within the transects of the 
study area to see what relationships could be established between the distance from the 
River Thames and the spatial patterning of the lithics.
2.1.  The first sub-aim was to establish a chronology for the lithics to see whether 
distance from the river varied according to prehistoric period, meaning people 
were choosing specific locations at certain periods, or whether the whole 
landscape was being used throughout the Mesolithic to later Bronze Age periods.
2.2.  The second sub-aim was to consider whether the geology of the region was a 
contributory factor to the lithic distribution. This area of the Middle Thames has 
some complex geology, so this may have influenced activities carried out here.
2.3.  The third sub-aim was to consider how far evidence derived from diverse sources 
could be amalgamated.
3.0.  To make a comparison between the spatial patterning of the lithic evidence from this study 
with the results of the surveys and other fieldwork across southern England.
3.1.  The first sub-aim was to start at a local level and assess the evidence from North 
Stoke and the East Berkshire Survey, to see whether there are any correlations to 
be made. The assumption that this part of the Middle Thames Valley would have 
been used in a similar way to the adjoining areas was addressed.
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3.2.  The second sub-aim was to widen the comparison to a regional level, by comparing 
the data obtained from this research with other available fieldwalking surveys and 
archived material across southern England to see what conclusions can be drawn.
3.3.  The third sub-aim was to try to establish whether there was any monument building 
activity in the study area by looking at the possible causewayed enclosure at Eye 
and Dunsden (Oswald et al. 2001, 54) and to reconsider the evidence for the 
Neolithic “mine”, that Peake (1913, 1914) excavated on Peppard Common.
3.4.  The fourth sub-aim was to consider the contribution this study has made to the 
broader study of the sequence and range of prehistoric activities in this part of the 
Middle Thames valley.
Addressing the research aims
Whilst the research began as a study of an area believed to be between monuments, sub-aim 3.3 
was to investigate the possibility of a causewayed enclosure in the field with cropmarks adjacent 
to Spanhill Copse. The fieldwork at the site has established the presence of a monument, which 
may have impacted on the level of prehistoric activity, including settlement in the vicinity during 
the Early Neolithic. This was a factor that needs to be considered, in relation to this research, 
because this may have had an impact on activity here in the Late Neolithic to the Late Bronze Age. 
According to Whittle et al (2011, 690) construction of Early Neolithic causewayed enclosures 
in Southern Britain began around 3715-3670 cal BC and continued in primary use until the 
decades around c. 3300 cal BC. However there was some variation in the length of time they 
were used for their primary function, which ranged from less than 50 years (3%), less than 250 
years (80%) while a number were in use for more than 300 years (Whittle et al 2011, 704). This 
gives a broad range of between 10 and 350 years during which causewayed enclosures were 
used for their primary function. At Avebury the Windmill Hill causewayed enclosure is one of 
the longest in use, construction started c. 3680-3650 cal BC (94% probability) and it was used 
for its primary function for between 305-350 years (68% probability) (Whittle et al 2011, 91). 
Four of the causewayed enclosures in the Thames Valley, with available archive material for 
dating, were reviewed by Whittle et al (2011) with a view to gain a better understanding of 
their chronology, these include:
Abingdon – construction started 3660-3630 cal BC (94% probability), 
 – period of use 1-30 years (54% probability)
Gatehampton – construction started 3770-3630 cal BC (95% probability)
 –  terminus ante quem, based on the burial cut in the upper fills, 
3100-2890 cal BC (95% probability)
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Staines  –  construction started 3525-3380 cal BC (89% probability)
no datable material available for a  terminus ante quem 
Eton Wick –  construction started 3625-3425 cal BC (94% probability)
no datable material available for a  terminus ante quem 
From the regional area studies used in this research the causewayed enclosures at Hambledon 
Hill, Stepleton and Maiden Castle were also reviewed providing the following chronology:
Hambledon Hill  – construction started 3685-3640 cal BC (95% probability), 
 – period of use 310-370 years (95% probability)
Stepleton – construction started 3640-3565 cal BC (95% probability), 
 – period of use 165-225 years (95% probability)
Maiden Castle – construction started 3580-3535 cal BC (95% probability), 
 – period of use 1-50 years (95% probability)
While there were no definitive dates for three of the Thames Valley monuments the charts, 
showing the probability distribution of calibrated radiocarbon dates (Whittle et al 2011), 
suggest the length of time they were in use was between 50-100 years. If it is assumed the 
causewayed enclosure at Spanhill Copse was in use for a similar period of time, then the 
impact it would have had on the level of activity in the area may have been confined to the 
Early Neolithic period. Meaning that although there may have been evidence of earthworks on 
the ground surface, assuming there was no woodland regeneration, it may not have been an 
influence on Late Neolithic to Late Bronze Age activity, thereby allowing a direct comparison 
with the Mapledurham archive for these periods. 
The first research aim concerned any relationship that might be apparent between the 
distribution, and spatial patterning of the assemblages, in relation to the River Thames, in the 
study area. Whether there appears to be any correlation between the distance to the river and 
the distribution of lithics in the landscape and how, if at all, the topography or geology may 
have influenced this distribution. Where lithic evidence for prehistoric activity was established 
the second aim was to determine whether it is possible, by analysis of the assemblages studied 
for this project, to determine during which periods of prehistory activity was occurring at each 
location. This might suggest the way the landscape was being used, or whether the locations 
are all multi-period sites. 
Analysis of the flints in the assemblages from the study area collected during the fieldwalking 
surveys (Chapter 7) and those deposited in the museum archive (pages 125-145) indicate a 
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level of prehistoric activity in the research area, which was previously unknown. Looking at the 
results the density of lithics per hectare is highest across the Boyn Hill Terrace overlooking the 
River Thames at Shiplake (Table 8.1). At Mapledurham the results show a higher lithic density 
from the 1991 survey, which is marginally more distant from the River Thames than the 1997 
survey, also the 1991 fieldwalking survey was more intensive than the one undertaken in 1997. 
The 1997 survey report states that the field conditions were poor with excessive vegetation 
cover in areas (Ford 1998, 7), which may account for the lower lithic density since the soil 
surface was partially obscured by vegetation.






1. Burnt flint has been excluded in this instance, since it wasn’t collected at the Mapledurham surveys.
2. Based on 20% of the field examined.
3. Field survey report recorded 5% of field examined, data adjusted to assume 20% coverage.
Table 8.1 Results from the research area.
A comparison of the results of the Shiplake fieldwalking surveys and those obtained from the 
Mapledurham archive is shown in Table 8.1. From this data it would appear that the lithic density 
is not as great on the first terrace above the river at Mapledurham when compared with the fields 
on the first terrace at Shiplake. However, there are some factors that need considering, prior to 
forming any assumptions, concerning the reasons for this. First, as previously mentioned, the 
conditions at the time of the fieldwalking surveys at Mapledurham, which were variable with the 
ground partially obscured by vegetation at the South Golf Course. In contrast at Shiplake the fields 
were all walked after ploughing, with only an emerging crop in some instances preventing a clear 
view of the ground surface. Second, the sites at Mapledurham extended in a northerly direction 
with the furthest fields being around 2.5km from the river, while most of the fields at Shiplake 
were along the river, in an east - west orientation, around 1km or less from the river, the furthest 
two (Fields 8 and 9) are at a distance of 2km. Third, the Neolithic monuments at Sonning and the 
causewayed enclosure at Spanhill Copse may have been a draw for prehistoric people to come to 
the Shiplake area, whilst at Mapledurham there are no known Neolithic monuments.
To see if any correlations between the distributions of artefacts can be made another factor to be 
considered is the topography and geology of both sites. At Shiplake Fields 1-7 are on the Boyn Hill 
Gravel Terrace with steep Chalk slopes down to the Alluvium of floodplain, see Fig 8.1. A dry valley 
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(Hampstead Bottom) heads north-west between Spanhill Copse and the other fields and provides 
easy access to the floodplain. A second dry valley runs north to south through Field 2 (Plowden 
Arms), both of these are on the Chalk. Field 9 (High Wood), which is the furthest from the river 
is on the edge of the Winter Hill Gravel Terrace, while Field 8 (Kiln Lane) is predominantly on the 
Chalk of a large dry valley, which runs across in west-east direction to the Thames near Henley. 
Looking at the distribution pattern of worked flints in relation to the topography and geology 
at Shiplake (Fig. 8.1) it appears that the tread of the Boyn Hill Gravel Terrace has easy access 
from the floodplain via the dry valley routes. This may account for the widespread distribution 
of worked flints across all the fields surveyed there since the whole terrace could have been 






























































Fig. 8.1 Finds distribution pattern in relation to the geology and topography, in particular the dry valleys, 
at Shiplake. 
Illustration: Author. Source map: Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2020. © Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020. Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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in geology where the Boyn Hill Gravel Terrace ends around the 55m contour. The remainder 
of the field being on the Chalk, there is easy access to this field from the floodplain via the 
western corner down what may be another dry valley. Although only partially walked there 
does not appear to be any difference in the distribution of finds on either geology in the field. 
The geology of the field at High Wood is the Winter Hill Gravel Terrace, which overlies the 
Lambeth Group; this field is on a small promontory with steep slopes on the south and east 
edges, overlooking the dry valley that passes through the Kiln Lane field below. Only a few 
worked flints were recovered from the area surveyed and these were distributed in the south-
east corner of the field.  
With regard to the field at Spanhill Copse, the Boyn Hill Gravel Terrace forms a “cap” at the top 
of the hill, overlying an area of clays, sands and gravels of the Lambeth Group. The dry valley to 
the east of the field curves around to the north providing an access route from the floodplain. 
The distribution of finds are greatest on the Boyn Hill Gravel Terrace, over the location of the 
crop mark, although the area with pit-like anomalies seen on the geophysics to the west of the 
enclosure ditch is on the Lambeth Group. So it does not appear that geology may have been a 
factor in the choice of site for the enclosure, although having said that it does cross the boundary 
of both. However, there was no apparent difference when viewing the field during the survey 
albeit modern ploughing may account for that. 
At Mapledurham the area surveyed is across three terraces (Fig. 8.2), the Boyn Hill Gravel is to 
the south-east, closest to the Thames, with a very steep possibly “cliff” like slope down to the 
river. Next is the Black Park Gravel of the Ancient Channel, which is across the majority of the 
area where the 1997 archive, and the most southern field of the 1991 archive, were collected. 
The northern fields of the 1991 archive are on the Winter Hill Gravel terrace. There is a dry valley 
on either side of the area fieldwalked and one across the north, one on the west runs north-
south through the corner of Field 2 (1997 archive). Another dry valley runs west-east and starts 
at the eastern edge of the field called Pack Saddle South (1991 archive). A third dry valley also 
running west-east begins at the northern edge of Newells Copse (1991 archive). Looking at the 
distribution pattern of the collected flints there are 3-4 clusters around the head of the dry valley 
at Pack Saddle South, extending into the corner of Pack Saddle North, likewise a dense scatter of 
flint was recovered from Newells Copse, which runs alongside the dry valley to the north. 
Fields 3 and 5 of the 1997 survey have a change in geology across the middle of both fields, the 
northern half of each is on the Black Park Terrace, while the southern end is on the Boyn Hill 
Terrace. However, since there are few lithological/compositional changes between the different 
terrace units, as they are both derived from the Chalk, the distribution of flints across both 
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Fig. 8.2. Finds distribution pattern in relation to the geology and topography, in particular the dry valleys, 
at Mapledurham.
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on where activities were occurring. There is a small cluster of worked flint in each of Fields 4 and 
5, in Field 4 it is on the west side of the field, overlooking the dry valley, while in Field 5 it is in 
the south-west corner, overlooking the river. The area on the Black Park Terrace to the west of 
Fields 4 and 5 was not part of the 1997 evaluation. Today this is Chazey Wood, however looking 
at the topography of the area, along with the survey results, it might be suggested that further 
settlement evidence may be found in that vicinity.
The two fields surveyed at Rotherfield Greys 
(Fig. 8.3) are on the Winter Hill Gravel Terrace, 
on high ground overlooking the Ancient 
Channel, with Row Croft sited at the head of 
a small dry valley leading south-east down to 
the Black Park Gravel Terrace. A second, much 
larger dry valley with steep wooded sides, lies 
about 200m to the west of Barrow Field, here 
at the junction of the Winter Hill Gravel and 
the Chalk several pits can be found with large 
flint nodules embedded in the Chalk. 
The elevation and access from the lower 
terrace may account for the location to have 
been chosen as the site of the Late Neolithic 
barrow, just below the 95m contour. Ease 
of access may also have made Row Croft a 
suitable location for occasional settlement 
during the Bronze Age period.
The site at Greys Court (Fig. 8.4) is on the 
Satwell Gravel Terrace at an elevation of 135m, 
although the field surveyed is on a deposit 
of Clay-with-flints, the field slopes from top 
(135m) to bottom (115m). The distribution of 
finds was concentrated at the top of the field 
on an area of level ground.
Summary of the relationship between geology, topography and lithics
While the fieldwalking surveys in the study area are on different geological terraces the 
compositional element for each is almost identical, as they are all derived from the Chalk. More 
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Fig. 8.3. Finds distribution pattern in relation to the 
geology and topography at Rotherfield Greys. 
Left: Barrow Field. Right: Row Croft, at the head of a 
dry valley.
Fig. 8.4. Finds distribution pattern in relation to the 
topography and geology at Greys Court.
Illustration: Author. Source map: Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2020. 
© Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020. Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Illustration: Author. Source map: Geological Map Data BGS © UKRI 2020. 
© Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020. Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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and being older the soils have more clay as the rock particles break down. The main component 
for both the Black Park and Boyn Hill Terraces is sand and gravel, the higher Winter Hill Terrace is 
gravel, with variable clay and sand. The gravel across the terraces is characterised by abundant 
angular flint (c.75%) and a small quantity of rounded flint (c.5%) (British Geological Survey 
(2020) Lexicon of named rock units. https://www.bgs.ac.uk/Lexicon/ (accessed 5 September 
2020)). Analysis of the fieldwalking results shows that there does not appear to be any direct 
relationship between the drift geology and the pattern of lithic scatters across the fields 
surveyed. Although the free draining properties of the gravels on the Chalk bedrock may have 
been an influence in the area as a whole for settlement, along with the availability of flint either 
directly from the Chalk, as nodules, or as inclusions in the gravel matrix. There does appear to be 
some relationship between the topography of the area and the lithic scatters, with the heads of 
dry valleys having a greater concentration of lithic scatters as seen at Mapledurham and to some 
extent at Shiplake, and at Rotherfield Greys (see Figs. 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3). 
Chronological assessment
The second research question was to try and establish the prehistoric periods to which the 
lithics in the assemblages may belong. Unfortunately, as discussed previously (page 153) 
when diagnostic lithic artefacts are absent it is almost impossible to place an assemblage 
into a specific time-frame, such as Early or Late Neolithic or Early, Middle or Late Bronze Age. 
However, from an analysis of the lithics, based on the general characteristics of the cores and 
debitage, the tool types, and their manufacture, it is possible to say which broad periods of 
later prehistory they relate to for example the Mesolithic, the Neolithic, Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age or the Bronze Age.  
Macroscopic analysis of the assemblages from the study area indicates multi-period 
prehistoric activity, from the Mesolithic through to the Late Bronze Age, although at some 
sites an Early Neolithic component is missing while at others the Later Bronze Age period 
appears to be absent. Some trial trenches were dug as part of both Mapledurham golf course 
evaluations but the only datable prehistoric artefact is a cremation urn, dated to the Middle 
Bronze Age (see  page 138) (Ford 1991b, 6), all other archaeological artefacts were of a later 
date (Roman and Medieval) (Ford 1991b, Ford 1997). 
Figs. 8.5 to 8.14 (pages 288-300) show the distribution of finds by prehistoric period; there is a 
caveat to these diagrams in that only the artefacts that could be assigned a period with some 
certainty have been plotted, therefore not all the worked flint collected during the surveys is 
shown. However, since it was feasible to place a large number of the flint artefacts into broad 





















































































Area of field not surveyed
Fig. 8.5a opposite and Fig. 8.5b above: Distribution of Mesolithic finds at Shiplake.






















































































Area of field not surveyed
Fig. 8.6a opposite and Fig. 8.6b above: Distribution of Early Neolithic finds at Shiplake.






















































































Area of field not surveyed
Fig. 8.7a opposite and Fig. 8.7b above: Distribution of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age finds at Shiplake.






















































































Area of field not surveyed
Fig. 8.8a opposite and Fig. 8.8b above: Distribution of Bronze Age finds at Shiplake.
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Fig. 8.9. Distribution of finds by prehistoric period at Rotherfield Greys, Barrow Field (left) and Row Croft 
(right).
Fig. 8.10. Distribution of finds by prehistoric period at Greys Court.











Fig. 8.11. Distribution of Mesolithic finds at Mapledurham.


































Fig. 8.12. Distribution of Early Neolithic finds at Mapledurham.


































Fig. 8.13. Distribution of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age finds at Mapledurham.


































Fig. 8.14. Distribution of Bronze Age finds at Mapledurham.

























Mesolithic (Figs. 8.5 and 8.11)
A number of flints were assigned to the Mesolithic period, generally consisting of microliths, 
small worked flakes, some fragments of tranchet axes and a few cores. At Shiplake (Fig. 8.5) there 
are four clusters of Mesolithic flints distributed across the Boyn Hill Terrace; at (1) Spanhill Copse; 
(2) Shiplake Farm Fields 3 and 4; (3) Memorial Avenue and (4) Mill Lane. Around 20 flakes 
were collected at Spanhill Copse including a core, a crested blade, and the end of an axe with a 
tranchet flake scar, also some microlith type flakes. This indicates the environmental conditions 
at the site meant it was accessible, possibly an open space rather than wooded, and being visited 
during the Mesolithic period. Some of the flints may in fact be from the Mesolithic/Early Neolithic 
transition phase, suggesting it may have held some significance to the people using it and may 
have been an influencing factor on the decision to build the enclosure monument. 
The clusters in Fields 3 and 4 at Shiplake farm were significant in that each occurred in close 
proximity (see Fig. 7:6.13 page 226) other individual finds were collected across the site and 
include a core and an axe fragment. The farmer also informed me that a complete tranchet 
axe had been recovered from this field, but was unavailable for study. The portion of the field 
surveyed at Memorial Avenue also has a scatter of Mesolithic flakes, which include an awl 
and a piercer made on small microliths type flakes. At Mill Lane a cluster of Mesolithic flints 
was collected at the east side of the field, above the quarry area, and included a small burnt 
Mesolithic core and a few microliths. Otherwise single Mesolithic flakes were collected from the 
fields walked, including the field at High Wood, indicating the area was visited on occasions.
At Mapledurham (Fig. 8.11) Mesolithic flakes were collected from the Black Park and Winter 
Hill Terraces, with a small cluster found close to the head of the dry valley at Pack Saddle South, 
otherwise there does not appear to be any specific correlation between the find spots and the 
geology or topography. No Mesolithic flints were recorded from the three sites at Rotherfield 
Greys, although in a previous fieldwalking survey at Row Croft in 2010 a Mesolithic core and 
some microliths were collected (Eastment 2011). Therefore although no Mesolithic flakes were 
collected at the time of these surveys it does not mean people were absent from the area, 
more probably they have a limited presence at this location.
Early Neolithic (Figs. 8.6 and 8.12)
Without any doubt the focus of Early Neolithic activity in the areas surveyed for this study is at 
Shiplake (Fig. 8.6), and more specifically at Spanhill Copse where a significant number of Early 
Neolithic flints were collected. Some of the tools in the assemblage are diagnostic to the Early 
Neolithic period including a laurel leaf point and several single platform cores. Across the first 
terrace some clusters of Early Neolithic flints were also found; three at Shiplake Farm, one at 
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Memorial Avenue and one at Mill Lane, which may indicate occupation areas connected with 
people visiting the monument. At Mapledurham (Fig. 8.12) a small cluster of Early Neolithic 
flints were recorded at Pack Saddle North, in same the area, close to the head of the dry valley 
as one of the Mesolithic flint clusters. Other find spots were on the western edge of Pack 
Saddle South and at Tokers Green. No Early Neolithic flints were collected at Rotherfield Greys.
Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age (Figs. 8.7 and 8.13)
Worked flint dating to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age was present across all the sites 
examined within the study area. The Neolithic monuments south of the river at Sonning and 
the causewayed enclosure at Spanhill copse are probably a draw to the area during this period, 
which would account for the wide distribution across the Boyn Hill Terrace. There are three areas 
where the density of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age flints are greater than elsewhere suggesting 
occupation sites. The first is at Spanhill Copse (Fig. 8.7, occupation at causewayed enclosures 
will be discussed below, see page 306). The second is from Memorial Avenue extending down to 
Fields 3 and 4 at Shiplake Farm; this may be indicative of a large occupation area on the terrace, 
although not necessarily a large number of people at one time. But rather, successive use of the 
location over an extended period, connected with activities at or around the monument. The 
third cluster is at Mill Lane, which may indicate another area of occupation. 
At Mapledurham (Fig. 8.13) the distribution of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age flints is across 
all the fields surveyed, with a denser concentration in the same area of Pack Saddle South as 
seen previously, suggesting a continuity here, at the head of the dry valley, through time. Other 
smaller clusters are located in the field at Newells Copse, close to another dry valley and in 
Fields 4 and 5 overlooking the Thames floodplain. 
At Rotherfield Greys the assemblages from Barrow Field and Row Croft (Fig. 8. 9) are principally 
Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age in character, which is to be expected considering the presence 
of the Late Neolithic Barrow. The distribution shows two clusters, one to the west of the barrow 
the other south-east. The mound itself has recently been set aside and so is now grass, but the 
ploughed area in the vicinity of the monument has very few finds, and the ones collected there 
may have been introduced by the plough. The Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age assemblage from 
Greys Court (Fig. 8.10) is clustered at the highest point in the field, which is also the highest 
point on this part of a ridge, which is bounded by dry valleys to the east and west. 
Middle to Late Bronze Age (Figs 8.8 and 8.14)
Worked flints from the Bronze Age are the most prolific chronologically assigned lithics, 
collected from all of the sites during the fieldwalking surveys, as well from the Mapledurham 
museum archive. Whilst this suggests a larger population across the area during the Bronze 
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Age period this does not necessarily mean that people were here continuously. Especially in 
the Early Bronze Age, although continuous settlements from the Middle Bronze Age have been 
suggested by Yates (1999) from evidence of coaxial field systems along the Upper and Middle 
Thames Valley and the Upper Kennet Valley. However, Brossler et al (2013, 123-126) have a 
different interpretation for the Middle to Late Bronze Age field systems around Green Park 
and Moores Farm in the Lower Kennet Valley, where the field systems were in small blocks on 
various alignments possibly with open areas between. Based on analysis of their excavations 
(see pages 100-104) there was more than one phase of development with ditches being 
realigned and fields added or altered (Brossler et al 2013, 123). When reviewing Brossler et al’s 
interpretation alongside the evidence from the excavated Middle Bronze Age burnt mound at 
Sonning Eye (page 52), there might also be an argument for periods of intermittent occupation 
during the Middle Bronze Age. The burnt mound at Sonning Eye comprised of three layers of 
burnt flint, with layers of silty clay between indicating significant breaks in the formation of 
the mound (Porter and Weale 2014, 116). Radiocarbon dates from two samples of charcoal 
taken from the base layers date the commencement of the material forming the mound to the 
Middle Bronze Age (Porter and Weale 2014, 118). 
It might be construed from this evidence that people in the Middle Bronze Age were moving 
around the area, one reason for this could possibly be related to soil exhaustion, resulting 
in failing crops, causing people to move away, then once the soils have regenerated they 
returned. This could also account for the development changes and realignment of fields at 
Green Park and Moores Farm during the Middle Bronze Age, which was a period when the 
archaeological evidence for settlement was scarce, Brossler et al state that “occupation within 
the field systems at Green Park 3 and Moores Farm left only slight archaeological traces in the 
form of shallow pits and postholes … any buildings must have been constructed in a manner 
that did not deeply penetrate the ground” (Brossler et al 2013, 126). This was in contrast to the 
well-defined settlements of the Late Bronze Age in Areas 5 and 3000B/3100 (see page 103). 
At Shiplake (Fig. 8.8) worked flint dating to the Bronze Age was widely distributed across the Boyn 
Hill Terrace, with clusters often occurring alongside the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age clusters, 
apart from at Spanhill Copse. Here the worked flint with attributes dating them to the Bronze Age 
would be considered closer to the Early Bronze Age in date as they appeared to have been more 
carefully knapped. The distribution of Bronze Age flint on the fields at Shiplake Farm, Hampstead 
Bottom and Warren Hill suggests the terrace was being used on a regular basis for settlement, or 
possibly farmsteads, during the Middle and Late Bronze Age. This period corresponds with the 
Middle Bronze Age date of the burnt mound, obtained from two radiocarbon dates 1621-1498 
cal BC (BP3281 ± 26, KIA46452) and 1416-1266 cal BC (BP3075 ± 32, KIA46453) (Porter and Weale 
2014, 111), excavated at Sonning Eye and confirms activity in the area during this period.
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At Mapledurham (Fig. 8.14) Bronze Age lithics were collected from across all the fields 
surveyed with clusters, corresponding with those of previous periods, demonstrating a 
continuation of activity throughout the Mesolithic through to the Bronze Age, especially 
around the heads of the dry valleys. There is also a small cluster on the east side of Pack 
Saddle North in the vicinity of the Middle Bronze Age cremation (see page 138), while the 
space around it appears to be empty of finds, which may suggest this area was being used for 
family burials. There are more clusters in the fields walked in the 1997 survey closer to the 
Thames, and in particular Field 5, which overlooks the river. 
At Rotherfield Greys (Fig. 8.9) flints dating to the Bronze Age were only collected in Row 
Croft, suggesting the area around the barrow may have still held meaning, and was being 
kept separate from any occupation areas. Or it could mean there were more barrows here, 
which have not survived the plough, although none are visible as ring ditches in the available 
aerial photography. A small cluster is evident in the south of the field, near to the head of 
the dry valley. The distribution of Bronze Age flint at Greys Court (Fig. 8.10) matches the Late 
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age cluster, on the level area at the top of the hill. The small quantity of 
flint collected, along with the topography of the location, would suggest this was the site of a 
transient camp, probably a convenient place to stop when travelling, along the Chiltern ridge.
So, from analysis of the assemblages, it would appear that the Boyn Hill Terrace at Shiplake, 
the Black Park Terrace and the Winter Hill Terrace at Mapledurham were regularly used, 
throughout the Mesolithic through to the Late Bronze Age, although probably not continuously. 
A frequent presence is evidenced by the quantity of worked flint in the ploughsoil and the wide 
distribution of the lithics across the areas fieldwalked, with some clustering suggesting longer, 
or recurring, periods of occupation. 
At Rotherfield Greys the lithic evidence from the Winter Hill Terrace at Barrow Field contains 
Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age components, which would relate to the construction of the 
burial mound. A Middle Bronze Age lithic component at Row Croft and Greys Court, would 
relate to the expansion of farming to more marginal areas during this time (Richard Bradley 
pers. com.) this is discussed further on pages 315-316. 
So, the evidence from the fieldwalking surveys in the study area is consistent with the view 
that rivers were vital links between communities during prehistory since it is often alongside 
rivers that large settlements and monument complexes are found in the archaeological record. 
However, this was changing during the Middle to Late Bronze Age period with more marginal 
land, further from the river and on higher terraces, being occupied and farmed. 
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Landscapes with monuments
The focus on investigating landscapes containing monuments in the past, initially by antiquarians, 
may have presented a bias in the archaeological record concerning lithic artefacts, especially 
from the Early Neolithic through to the Early Bronze Age when the construction of monuments 
in the landscape was at its height. Many of these monuments, particularly barrows still visible 
in the landscape, were a draw to antiquarians and the ‘barrow diggers’ of the eighteenth and 
nineteenth century, who did little more than plunder them in their quest for relics, which they 
amassed in vast collections. With the collections ultimately being either bought or bequeathed to 
museums their archives now present a bias in this respect. Since the antiquarians’ focus was on 
typologically distinctive tools, such as axes, arrowheads, knives, scrapers and spears, which were 
easy to identify and catalogue. The Peake, Powell and Manning collections re-examined at the 
Ashmolean Museum for this research have been discussed in Chapter 5 (page 126-131). These 
lithic artefacts came from the Chilterns in the north of the research area around North Stoke, 
Woodcote and Nettlebed, and demonstrate the bias towards leaf shaped and barbed and tanged 
arrowheads, laurel leaves, axes and scrapers. These have been collected, or purchased from other 
collectors, often without any specific location references, just the local parish identifying the area 
they were found in (Fig. 8.15). Appendix 2 contains details of the catalogue entries along with 
photographs of a selection of artifacts from the archives. 
The large-scale fieldwalking surveys discussed earlier (pages 106 – 114) and below (pages 314-
328) formed the basis of several landscape projects of the 1980s and began to redress this bias by 
looking at landscapes not only around but between monuments. The results of these systematic 
fieldwalking studies are comparable to the new fieldwork undertaken for this project, and 
address the third research aim with regard to the type of lithics collected from monumental and 
non-monumental landscapes. 
Fig. 8.15. Left: Five Barbed arrowheads collected between North Stoke and Grim’s Dyke, South Oxfordshire 
from the Powell Collection. Right: Collection of 12 Horseshoe scrapers from Woodcote, Oxfordshire from 
the Percy Manning collection. Photos: Author, with permission Ashmolean Museum.
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Relationships between artifacts, monuments and settlements
Monuments and artifacts
The primary aim of this research was to investigate an area of the Middle Thames Valley, north 
of the River Thames, where there appears to be a lack of any previous archaeological research, 
and in our knowledge of prehistoric activity on the terraces. Although a small Neolithic complex 
has been investigated at Sonning, on the south side of the river (Slade 1963, Dawson 2012). 
The result of new fieldwork has not only established that this landscape was used regularly 
by prehistoric people, but has also confirmed the presence of an Early Neolithic causewayed 
enclosure at Spanhill Copse (see page 202). Analysis of the assemblages collected from the 
recent fieldwalking surveys reveals a proliferation of “domestic” tools (such as those used for 
everyday tasks involving cutting and scraping), while the few arrowheads present exhibit basic 
manufacturing techniques, along with evidence of use, and were probably either lost or casually 
discarded, rather than “ritually” placed in any feature. 
In contrast assemblages recovered at monumental sites often contain “pristine arrowheads and 
polished axes” (Richards and Thomas 1984, 206) amongst the lithic artefacts, which may reflect 
specific activities people were engaged in at such locations, and were ultimately deliberately 
deposited on the base of ditches or pits at the monuments. Some may have been made specifically 
for deposition as they do not exhibit signs of previous use. In a discussion about ‘structured 
deposition’ at monuments, Garrow (2012, 85-115) debates the deposition of what he terms ‘odd 
deposits’ and ‘material culture patterning’. He states that in the 30 years since Richards and Thomas 
(1984) put forward the concept of structured deposition the identification of such deposits has 
become ‘formulaic’, while the investigation of the material signature of normal everyday life in 
deposits needs equal consideration, both at monumental complexes and in settlement sites. At 
Spanhill Copse, the assemblage was made up of ‘everyday’ flint tools with signs of being used. 
However, the geophysics shows ditches along with several possible pits, which may be the source of 
those recovered, and may contain many more undisturbed artefacts below the reach of the plough.
The distinction between evidence for domestic and ritual activities is an issue that has engaged 
archaeologists for some time (see Brück 1999; Richards and Thomas 1984). Debris found in ditches 
and pits can either represent a specific (ritual) act done as a “highly formalised or structured mode 
of behaviour” (Richards and Thomas 1984, 191); or a secular (domestic) one, simply somewhere 
refuse is placed in order to maintain the cleanliness of the settlement. While the labelling of 
unexplained deposits as ‘ritual’ sets them apart it is important to acknowledge that this distinction 
may not have been applicable in prehistoric societies, and is more a reflection of our Western 
notion of rationality. Conversely, other evidence that we may regard as functional may have been 
imbued with ritual meaning. Arguably this raises the question as to how helpful such distinctions 
are for archaeologists, one solution Brück suggests is that, “by jettisoning the notion of ritual, 
archaeologists become free to explore the possibility that even those activities so often labelled 
as ‘functional’ or ‘practical’ … are likely to have been based on logic for action and a world very 
different to our own” (Brück 1999, 337). Although this would move the argument on it must be 
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acknowledged that different societies and cultures do engage with ritual activities, and sometimes 
the unexplainable evidence does fall into the “ritual” category, therefore I believe the distinction is 
justifiable, although needs to be used with discretion.
The causewayed enclosure at Spanhill Copse may be considered as one of a group of five 
causewayed enclosures in the Middle Thames Valley, the other four being at Staines, Eton Wick, 
Dorney Reach and Datchet. In a study of the Staines causewayed enclosure Bradley (2004, 123) 
states the evidence indicates that domestic activities were occurring at the site, with everyday 
activities going on alongside complex and ritualistic ones. Similar evidence has been found at 
other enclosures, at Maiden Castle material deposited in the ditches was interpreted as indicating 
domestic activity after the initial phase of the enclosure, which may have been used for sporadic 
ritual activity. And a second phase when the monument was incorporated into the domestic life of 
the community with possibly a small family occupying the enclosure, although not permanently, 
over a lengthy period of time (Sharples 1991, 253-6). Similar characteristics have been observed 
by excavators at Hambledon Hill (Mercer 1980), Crickley Hill (Dixon 1981), and Orsett (Hedges 
and Buckley 1978), suggesting that a later, second phase of activity, may have been a way these 
monuments were evolving over time. This may also be inferred at Spanhill Copse based on the 
lithic evidence recovered from the fieldwalking surveys, which includes a large amount of lithic 
material that post-dates the generally accepted Early Neolithic dates for causewayed enclosures.
Settlements and artefacts
Analysis of the assemblages from the terraces above the River Thames, in the study area, 
demonstrate a high proportion of tools relating to domestic activities. Such as cutting implements 
which would be used for food preparation, also scrapers, awls, piercers and borers which would 
be used for carpentry and the processing of hides, this may be viewed as evidence of occupational 
debris – the remnants of daily life. However, as discussed previously (page 159), a possibility of 
collector bias during the fieldwalking may account for the large quantity of pointed flints. But if 
the large number of pointed tools collected is not a result of collector bias then the results suggest 
activities, such as leather working, that required such tools were being engaged in on the Boyn 
Hill Terrace at Shiplake and that they were used and discarded over a long period of time, from 
the Mesolithic to the end of the Late Bronze Age (c.8000BC – c.700BC). Another factor to take into 
consideration is that in an area with an abundance of raw material, the number of pointed tools 
might be indicative of casual discard rather than curating a tool with a damaged point. Pointed 
tools also make up a large part of both the Mapledurham archives (see Figs. 5.14 and 5.20), 
indicating this was not necessarily a phenomenon relating to the Shiplake assemblage, but rather 
the use of such tools was widespread across the study area. To understand this more fully is a 
possible area for future research.
Although the Shiplake and Mapledurham assemblages are from different terraces, the three 
main tool types collected show that they have similarities, suggesting that the occupation of 
both sites was during the Mesolithic to Late Bronze Age. However, it is only at Shiplake that a 
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large Early Neolithic presence is apparent, primarily from the assemblage collected at Spanhill 
Copse, Eye and Dunsden and also, as discussed previously, from clusters across the other fields 
(see also Fig. 8.5). Therefore it can be interpreted that the range of tools collected suggest 
family groups, leading a semi-mobile lifestyle into the Middle Bronze Age, may have inhabited 
the area. An argument for this scenario has been made from a study of the nearby Lower 
Kennet Valley (Brossler et al 2013, 127-8). The abundance of raw material across both areas 
would mean that tools did not need curating, and so could be discarded in favour of a new one 
should they become unusable, or perhaps when families moved on. 
Burnt Flint
When discussing the presence of burnt flint in the study area it is only possible to refer to the 
evidence obtained from the new fieldwalking surveys, since burnt flint was not collected at 
Mapledurham and is only recorded as being ‘observed’ as ‘scattered’ across the site in the 
reports (Ford 1991b and 1998). As discussed in Chapter 7, a number of the burnt flints collected 
from across the fields surveyed at Shiplake had been previously worked tools, although they 
are now too degraded to assign to a chronological period (see Table 7.4). The distribution of 
burnt flint across the Boyn Hill Terrace show concentrations in two main areas, the largest is 
at Warren Hill and a second cluster is at Spanhill Copse. At Warren Hill a concentration, in an 
area measuring approximately 125m x 75m, scattered across the centre of the field contained 
over 500 pieces of burnt flint, weighing over 15 Kilos, which was noticeably more than in the 
surrounding fields (Fig. 8.16) and could indicate the presence of a burnt mound. 
Burnt mound is the term generally given to a large deposit of burnt flint when found 
concentrated in a small area. Burnt mounds are often found close to a water source, like the 
river channel adjacent to a mound at Anslow’s Cottages, Burghfield (Butterworth and Lobb 
1992, 90). When excavated the burnt flints are seen to be in thick layers, sometimes as at 
Sonning Eye (page 52) with thin layers of soil separating layers of burnt flint reflecting different 
episodes in the creation of the burnt mound over a period of time (Porter and Weale 2014, 
116). Types of activities that would generate large quantities of burnt stone have been defined 
as: cooking places; baths or saunas; and areas for textile production including washing fleeces, 
fulling and dying (Lambrick 2009, 179). 
The burnt mound in Area 3000B at Green Park lay less than 150m from Foundry Brook, 
which could have been used for water as no evidence was found for troughs or pits to hold 
water. The burnt mound measuring 85m long x 25m wide and x 0.2m thick was partially 
excavated. It consisted of 70% burnt flint and Late Bronze Age debris, and was considered to 
represent numerous episodes of activity (Brossler et al 2004, 39, 128). Unusually the mound 
lay alongside several settlement structures, although Brossler et al state that the occupation 
area moved away from the mound, and kept away in succeeding years, as seen in the (Reading 
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Business Park Phase 1) excavations of Area 3100. When excavated, evidence of an earlier 
settlement was found beneath the mound. Reviewing the evidence from Green Park, I think 
consideration could be given to an interpretation that the burnt mound  was somewhere the 
large Bronze Age settlement may have deposited all the burnt flint from ‘household’ cooking 
places well away from the combustible materials surrounding the farmstead huts.
Looking at the spatial distribution of worked flakes and burnt flint recovered from Warren Hill, 
Hampstead Bottom and Shiplake Farm fields (Fig. 8.16) I would consider a similar interpretation 
of the burnt flint spread is plausible for this site. Further investigation, to see the extent and 
thickness of the burnt flint, would be warranted at this location. Assuming that is that ploughing 
has not already destroyed it, which would mean the fieldwalking has only revealed the residue 
of a smaller mound dispersed across a broad area over the years by the plough.
Burnt flint is also associated with the fills of pits from all periods of later prehistory. Whilst clusters of 
burnt flint may indicate the location of pits it is only at Spanhill Copse, because of the magnetometry 
survey results (page 213), that any correlation between the distribution of burnt flint and pit-like 
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Fig. 8.16. Map of Shiplake showing concentration of burnt flint at Warren Hill and Spanhill 
Copse in comparison with surrounding fields.











anomalies can be made. This evidence shows that the concentration of burnt flint, collected during 
the fieldwalking, corresponds with the pits located just outside the main ditch in the southwest 
corner, and may have come from the top fill which has been disturbed by ploughing (Fig. 8.16).
Raw material procurement 
Within the study area one definite procurement site has been recorded on the Chiltern Hills at 
Nettlebed, where the excavations by Peake (1913) and Boismier (1996, 1-19) revealed a Mesolithic 
hunter-gatherer seasonal settlement site on Windmill Common. Waste flakes dominated the 
assemblage of 6,359 artefacts from the 1994 excavation, also a total of 137 cores were recovered 
along with 33 core renewal flakes (Boismier 1996, 8). Three local sources were identified for the 
procurement of the flint all within 1km of the site, which is situated on a hilltop adjacent to the 
boundary of three geological units, London Clay, Reading Formation and Clay-with-flints (see Fig. 2.9). 
A second, but unlikely, procurement site is on Peppard Common, on the Winter Hill Terrace, 
where Peake (1913, 33) suggested there was a Neolithic flint mine (see pages 126 to 127 and 
Appendix 2). However, this has been reassessed and described as most probably a Medieval 
chalk pit, which had cut through a surface scatter of Neolithic artefacts (Bradley 2010, 8). Having 
seen the assemblages from Peppard Common held at the Ashmolean and the British Museum 
(see page 127), I would agree with Richard Bradley’s interpretation of Peake’s excavation that 
this is not a Neolithic flint mine. Therefore sub-aim 3.3 of this research, to reappraise the 
evidence for a Neolithic flint mine at Peppard Commom, has been achieved.
No conclusive evidence was obtained for the procurement of raw materials at the sites field-
walked for this study, although there are chalk quarries adjacent to Mill Lane and Spanhill Copse, 
and also at Barrow Field and Greys Court, these quarries are regarded as being Medieval to 
Victorian in date. But it is possible that where the terrace slopes steeply to the river, forming a 
cliff-like edge, flint nodules may have been easy to obtain. Whilst fieldwalking the steep slope 
of Lower Hampstead Bottom large flint nodules were observed on the ploughed surface. At 
Rotherfield Greys, I collected several large flint nodules from an outcrop on the dry valley slope 
adjacent to Barrow Field. During the course of this research I visited John Lord in Norfolk, who 
knapped these nodules for me, and commented favourably on the quality of the flint.
Summary of the landscape of the study area
The landscape of the study area can be seen to have specific uses, with the river being the focal 
point for settlement and gatherings at the monument site, for which a close proximity to water also 
appears to have significance during the Neolithic and into the Early Bronze Age. A gradual change 
occurred during the Bronze Age as people became more settled, establishing field systems for 
their farming practices, and moving further from the gravels of the main river terraces into more 
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marginalised areas, such as at Rotherfield Greys, but respecting earlier monuments until some of 
these, such as enclosures, became integral to their communities.
Fieldwalking studies from local and regional surveys across southern England
Having looked in detail at the study area and compared the results across the different surveys 
in relation to the research aims, there now follows a broader comparison with other locations, 
which have had fieldwalking surveys, first within the local area, and then at a regional level (Fig. 
8.17). The surveys discussed in the local area are numbered 1 to 12, they include locations either 
directly in the Thames Valley or on rivers that feed into the River Thames. The areas surveyed 
closest to the study area (Nos. 4, 5, 6 and 7) are shown in detail in Fig. 8.18. 
At a local level, comparisons can be made with a series of fieldwalking projects in the 1980s, 
the Lower Kennet Valley Survey, the Vale of the White Horse, North Stoke, and the East 
Berkshire Survey. Fieldwalking surveys, in advance of development along the Middle Thames 
Valley, have also been reviewed on a site-by-site basis; Table 8.2 (page 313) lists the surveys 
being assessed, along with the comparable data, where available, obtained from the reports. 
At a regional scale, surveys such as the Stonehenge Environs Project, South Dorset Ridgway, 
Cranborne Chase, Hambledon Hill Environs and the East Hampshire Survey, have increased our 
understanding of the wide level of prehistoric activity across the south of England. One notable 



































Key: 1 Shiplake; 2 Rotherfield Greys; 3 Mapledurham; 4 Green Park and Moores Farm; 5 North Stoke; 
6 East Berkshire Survey; 7 Lower Kennet Valley; 8 Vale of the White Horse and Maddle Farm; 9 Abingdon; 
10 East Hampshire Survey; 11 Datchet; 12 South Mersham; 13 Cranborne Chase; 14 Hambledon Hill Environs; 
15 Allen Valley, Cranborne Chase; 16 Damerham, Cranborne Chase; 17 South Dorset Ridgeway and Maiden 
Castle; 18 Stonehenge Environs.
Fig. 8.17. Local and regional fieldwalking surveys used in this study. (Boxed area is shown in Fig. 8.18)
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Fig. 8.18. Map showing the study area (shaded yellow) and the three nearest local surveys, 
areas fieldwalked are shown in red: A – East Berkshire, B – North Stoke and  C – Lower Kennet 


























































Shiplake Fields 1-7 66 4,056 61.4 45-67 0.15-0.98
Shiplake Fields 8 & 9 16.8 88 5.2 62-87 1.32-2.0
Rotherfield Greys 8.6 168 19.5 93 3.8
Greys Court 6.7 65 9.7 136 4.0
Mapledurham South Golf Course 1997 79 297 15.03 76-86 0.5-2.0
Mapledurham Golf Course 1991 40 1,009 25.2 82-90 1.6-3.0
Local Surveys to the Study Area
East Berkshire Survey 2126 6,533 3.0 50-120 1-25
Vale of the White Horse and Maddle Farm Project
Total for project over 3 years 2,212 41,471 19.5 80-220 0.1-3.0
Vale of the White Horse 420 1,516 3.6 80-120 0.1-1.2
Maddle Farm Project 1,792 39,955 22.2 150 3.0
Lower Kennet Valley, Berkshire Surveys
Kennet Valley Survey 1976-77 103.5 928 8.9 50-115 0.1-2.5
Kennet Valley Survey 1982-87 181 3,077 17 55-130 0.5-2.0
Kennet Valley Survey 1988-89 78 1,307 16.7 80-12 0.1-1.5
Developer Funded Fieldwalking Survey
South Mersham, Surrey 38.9 1,106 28.4 85-95 0.1
Regional Surveys in South of England 
Cranborne Chase and Environs
Upper Allen Valley, Cranborne Chase 71.2 4,221 59.2 50-93 0.5-1.5
Landscape, Monuments and Society 
project, Cranborne Chase
N/A N/A – 50-170 0.1-10.0
Damerham Archaeology Project 32 1,990 62.1 50-55 1.6
Hambledon Hill Environs Project N/A 7,115 – 75-97 1.25-1.75
South Dorset Ridgeway and Maiden Castle Surveys
Stinsford Traverse 52 3,634 69.8 50-70 0.5-1.5
Whitcome (linear barrow cemetery) 45 3,498 77.7 100-140 2-2.5
Long Bredy (Martin’s Down barrows) 14 2,147 153.3 190 1.25
Winterborne Steepleton: Rowden 28 4,106 146.6 150-160 1.25-2.5
Winterborne Steepleton: Cowleaze 43 15,570 362.0 115-190 1.75-2.25
Winterborne Steepleton: Sheep Down 40 8,318 207.9 115-190 1.5-2.0
Maiden Castle (Transverse A) 16.75 3,560 212.5 60-125 2.2
Stonehenge Environs Project3 752.5 102,175 135.7 85-115 0.2-4.5
East Hampshire Survey N/A 9,759 7.95 15-200 0.1-1.0
Notes. 
1. Excluding burnt flint as it was not collected on all the surveys.
2. Based on 20% of the field examined.
3: Overall total from 39 individual collection areas (see Richards et al 1990 pages 11-25 for breakdown)




Local area fieldwalking surveys
East Berkshire
The East Berkshire fieldwalking survey (Ford 1987b), which was carried out over two years in the 
1980s on the south side of the River Thames to the east of the research area, has been reviewed 
in Chapter 3, page 106. On close examination of the various maps detailing the locations of 
the flint clusters from the surveys it is apparent that proximity to water is a recurring factor, 
whether it is from the major rivers in the survey area, the Thames and Lodden, or the numerous 
tributaries draining from the higher ground into these rivers. The majority of flint clusters are 
seen to be between 1-3km from a stream or river, which is a similar distance to the sites on the 
Boyn Hill Terrace at Shiplake. Chronologically it seems that flint artefacts dating to the Neolithic 
appear to be dispersed across the whole transect, indicating either a mobile lifestyle with the 
area being returned to regularly, or settlement drift by a family group living a settled lifestyle. 
Artefacts dating to the Bronze Age are concentrated in the north of the transect, closest to the 
River Thames, suggesting that as people were becoming more settled within the landscape the 
proximity of a major river was an important factor, both for sustenance and mobility.
Fig. 8.19 shows the northern end of the transect, which is the closest to the study area, the 
results show a dense cluster of worked flints, marked A, which includes a “special function” 
site possibly for hide processing (Ford 1987b, 68). Eye and 
Dunsden causewayed enclosure is at B and the Sonning 
cursus is at C. The finds listed in the survey report from area A 
include a number of Mesolithic tranchet axes, Neolithic axe, 
leaf-shaped arrowheads and barbed and tanged arrowheads, 
and Ford (1987b, 59-76) has indicated that the area contains 
settlements from the Mesolithic to the Bronze Age. 
Fig. 8.19. Map showing 
the area of dense clusters 
of finds at A; the Eye and 
Dunsden causewayed 
enclosure at B and the 
Sonning cursus at C. 
Sources: © Crown copyright 
and database rights 2019 
Ordnance Survey (100025252).
Ford 1987b overlay plans.
Key
315 
This shows the landscape here was being occupied both north and south of the river from 
the Mesolithic through to the Bronze Age, so the sites in the study area on the lower river 
terraces are not being occupied in isolation. Meaning there must have been suitable places 
for people to cross the river, either via raised gravel islands across the floodplain or possibly 
by boat. 
North Stoke
The worked flint assemblage from the fieldwalking (see page 108) shows activities at North 
Stoke from the Mesolithic through to the Bronze Age. On the first terrace close to the 
Thames one certain Mesolithic site was identified with four others dating to the Mesolithic/
Early Neolithic. There were also some microliths present amongst later flakes at some of 
the hill-based locations, which Ford has interpreted as demonstrating the whole landscape 
was used during the Mesolithic, but Ford did not find any major scatters on the higher land 
(Ford 1987a). Early Neolithic material alongside worked flint from the Late Neolithic was 
also present in the scatters and their distribution was primarily at lower levels beside the 
river, with a third of the total flint recovered on the hilltops. Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age material made up over a third of the scatters on the higher ground, demonstrating the 
expansion here during this period. Around a quarter of the scatters on the hilltops were 
considered to be Bronze Age in date, or they contained Bronze Age material. 
Results from North Stoke demonstrate that during the Bronze Age more of the higher 
ground was open and accessible for people to use, and which may have occurred through 
the increasing need for arable or grazing land during the Late Neolithic with people clearing 
woodland for that purpose. Or as Allen and Scaife (2007) have argued, that environmental 
evidence supports the lithic evidence in suggesting that the area was more open than 
previously thought, and was therefore being used more as people were moving further away 
from the rivers onto the higher ground. The transient Bronze Age camp site at Greys Court, 
on the Satwell Gravel Terrace at an elevation of 135m, may also indicate that the high ridge of 
the Chilterns was more open for navigation, since this is not a location that would be easy to 
reach in dense woodland. 
Lower Kennet Valley, Green Park and Moores Farm
A résumé of the Lower Kennet Valley surveys undertaken between 1976 and 1989 (Lobb and 
Rose 1996) is in Chapter 3, page 110. The results of the surveys have several correlations with 
the evidence from the Shiplake surveys. The majority of the flint was recovered from the 
floodplain and first terrace edges of the river Kennet. It also reveals the expansion during later 
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prehistory to the clay soils of the valley sides and onto the plateau gravels. The assemblage 
distribution was also dispersed with small clusters having a low density of cores – suggesting 
knapping at a local level – according to immediate needs. The report also has details of 
41 burnt flint clusters along with their distance from water, which ranges from 20-500 
metres (Lobb and Rose 1996, Tables, 15, 20 and 25), again a similar pattern to the burnt flint 
recovered at Shiplake.
The extent of Bronze Age settlement within the local area has been established at Green 
Park, Reading where initial fieldwalking, (see page 112), as part of the Lower Kennet Valley 
survey, revealed a similar distribution pattern, of both worked and burnt flint, on the first 
terrace of the River Kennet, to that of the area surveyed on the first terrace of the River 
Thames at Shiplake. Three phases of excavations in advance of major development at Green 
Park between 1987 and 2001 revealed multi-period activity including Middle – Late Bronze 
Age field systems and occupation. The flint artefacts recovered during the excavations were 
utilised, retouched and broken, while burnt flint was also found. This suggests domestic 
activities were occurring there, with the assemblage dating to Neolithic and Bronze Age, and 
more significantly, the majority to the Late Bronze Age. 
Summing up the results of the fieldwork, Brossler et al (2010, 117-130) observed that during 
the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age, the pattern of mobile settlements was occurring in the 
same way as has been seen across southern England during this period. However during 
the Middle to Late Bronze Age the evidence suggests an evolving landscape of small-scale 
farmsteads, “that developed fairly organically over an extended period” (Brossler et al 2010, 
123). Brossler et al continue to suggest that when comparing the evidence from Green Park 
and Mores Farm the field systems may indicate a different social context focusing on a local 
level, with the field systems evolving through interaction between individuals and families 
in a similar way to Johnston’s (2005) analysis of the Bronze Age field systems on Dartmoor. 
This is in contrast to the large coaxial landscapes, with ditched field boundaries, as seen at 
Perry Oaks (see pages 77-79) and elsewhere in the Thames Valley. These are considered to have 
been constructed by a structured social hierarchy involved in management and decision-making 
processes regarding the formation of ditched landscapes, which would involve the organisation 
of a large workforce (Yates 2007, 126-132). Although the type of scattered field systems seen 
in the Lower Kennet Valley at Green Park do not appear to be replicated elsewhere, the fact 
that they exist in, what may be considered, a close proximity to the study area may have also 
influenced the settlement pattern in this part of the Middle Thames Valley. 
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Vale of the White Horse and Maddle Farm
Another of the landscape studies carried out in the 1980s was on the Berkshire Downs, the 
Vale of the White Horse and Maddle Farm fieldwalking survey (Tingle 1987; Gaffney and 
Tingle 1989), which was carried out over three years, using a similar sampling strategy to the 
one established by Richards for the Stonehenge Environs project (Richards 1990, 11-12). The 
initial Maddle Farm fieldwalking survey focussed on systematically walking all the arable land 
available around the dry valleys within a series of 500m wide transects, centred on Maddle 
Farm, which incorporated a number of monuments including Wayland Smithy, Lambourn 
Longbarrow and Seven Barrows. The project also included a separate study concerned with 
quantifying the amount of lithics present in the ploughsoil, in a single field at Maddle Farm, 
over three consecutive years (see page 121). In the third year the project was extended to 
walking a 2km wide corridor, across the Vale of the White Horse, between Maddle Farm and 
Badbury Hill. 
The results of the fieldwalking surveys are interesting in relation to this research project, 
in that although they revealed a widespread distribution of debitage across the area there 
were no significant implement clusters, so no evidence for sustained settlement. Where 
the flake scatters were dense on the Downs they were accompanied by concentrations of 
cores, suggesting quarrying activities were occurring at flint outcrops on the Chalk uplands 
(Gaffney and Tingle 1989, 35-42). A large number of polished axe fragments were found 
when fieldwalking the two dry valleys, which had long barrows at their head, suggesting the 
monuments were seen to be a focus for the distribution of artefacts. 
The report states that a “manageable” quantity of burnt flint was collected (Gaffney 
and Tingle 1989, 52), although there is no detail as to what the quantity was. However 
it does mention that burnt flint was present throughout the survey area, and that it was 
“predominantly found in the Eastern Zone of Clay-with-flints” (Gaffney and Tingle 1989, 
53). The small quantity of burnt flint collected suggests that the area was only occasionally 
occupied. In this respect it would be similar to Greys Court where only a small amount of 
burnt flint was observed in the ploughsoil, whereas at Shiplake a large quantity of burnt flint 
was recovered, alongside evidence of a settlement site.
The material recovered from the Vale of the White Horse and the Downs differed in that worn 
and broken flakes were twice as common on the Vale, making up 30% of the assemblage, 
while cores or hammerstones were uncommon (Tingle 1987, 95). It is in the area fieldwalked 
across the Vale where the River Ock flows, along with many tributaries flowing from the Chalk 
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uplands feeding the river. While the higher ground, rising to over 200m, on the Berkshire 
Downs around Maddle Farm is devoid of streams. Reviewing the data obtained from the 
Berkshire Downs survey illustrates how the landscape was utilised for different purposes in 
Neolithic and Bronze Age. The high ground on the uplands was for building monuments and 
procuring raw materials, while the lower ground around the river was used for short-lived 
habitation, possibly by the people constructing or visiting the monuments over a long timespan. 
Upper Thames Valley
The complex ceremonial monument sites along the Upper Thames Valley around Abingdon, 
Dorchester-on-Thames and North Stoke demonstrate the importance of the area in later 
prehistory, with settlement patterns and recorded activity from the Mesolithic through to 
the Iron Age close to the River Thames. The main objective of systematic fieldwalking surveys 
around Abingdon and west of Oxford between 1982 and 1983, using a sampling strategy to 
cover a wider area, was to map Neolithic domestic activity (Holgate 1986). 
The results of the surveys indicate two small sites with Mesolithic activity on the edge of 
Lower Greensand, at the spring-line feeding the tributary rivers of the Thames. Mesolithic 
findspots along the river valleys, suggest these were exploited, reflecting hunter-gatherer 
activities at the woodland margins. The surface collection survey revealed two substantial 
sites with Mesolithic through to Early Bronze Age activity on the first river terrace, 
overlooking the Thames. Four major clusters containing a number of flint implements were 
found on the gravel terraces, south of Abingdon (Holgate 1986, 3-10), which suggest an 
expansion of settlement activity across the first and second gravel terraces and onto the 
slopes adjacent to the Thames, during the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age. 
A parallel can be made between the site of a causewayed enclosure and the close proximity 
of a density of worked flint found on the first and second terraces of the River Thames, both 
here at Abingdon and in the study area at Shiplake, that have been interpreted as domestic 
sites during the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age. At Abingdon it has been suggested that 
the rapid fall off in the distribution of flints on land beyond the ring ditches implies that the 
monuments were positioned at the edge of woodland, or permanent pasture (Holgate 1986, 
12). The concept of a rapid drop in finds to indicate a change in environment is one that 
could apply to the study area, particularly where parts of some fields have very few finds 
from a specific period, in relation to the rest of the field. 
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Middle Thames Valley
Recent investigations in the Middle Thames Valley, around Staines, Runnymede, Horton, 
Dorney and Eton have been discussed previously (Chapter 3). However small-scale 
fieldwalking studies, either by amateur groups or by professional archaeologists in advance 
of development continue to add to the knowledge of this area. At Datchet a fieldwalking 
survey by the Datchet Village Society, between March 1998 and December 2000, across 
seven fields occupying a pronounced meander of the River Thames, revealed extensive 
occupation of the area from the Neolithic through to the Later Bronze Age (Kennish and 
Martin 2008). 
The flint assemblage suggests a settlement site from the items collected which include 
scraping, cutting and piercing tools with a broad Neolithic to Bronze Age date, along with 
some diagnostic items including oblique and transverse arrowheads and a possible broken 
laurel leaf (Bradley 2008). Further fieldwork revealed a group of Bronze Age barrows beside 
the Thames, and a Late Bronze Age field system aligned on the barrows (Yates 2008). At 
Shiplake Lock there is a similar pronounced meander of the Thames, which is covered with 
thick alluvium from frequent flooding – therefore fieldwalking may not be beneficial since it 
would be biased towards late material incorporated in the plough soil. However, it may be an 
area for future investigation considering the extent of archaeological evidence in the vicinity.
South Merstham, Surrey
At Mercer’s Farm a fieldwalking survey was carried out in May 2010 by Thames Valley 
Archaeological Services (Ford 2010), as part of an assessment associated with a request for 
planning permission. The results revealed “a terrace edge adjacent to a tributary of Redhill 
Brook, of about 2ha, which was a favoured location for prehistoric activity” seen by the 
“markedly clustered distribution pattern of struck flint” (Ford 2010, 4). 
The remainder of the 40-hectare field had a broad spread of worked flint dispersed over 
it. In total 1,106 items were collected and analysis of the flint indicates the site was used 
predominantly during the Mesolithic and Early Neolithic periods and only occasionally 
during the Bronze Age. While this site is some distance from the Thames, it is located on a 
terrace edge beside a small stream, which is now dry, that feeds into a tributary river of the 




Due to the large numbers of upstanding monuments landscapes such as Stonehenge, 
Cranborne Chase, Maiden Castle and the South Dorset Ridgeway have been a focus of 
investigation for centuries, both by antiquarians and archaeologists. However, it is only in more 
recent years that questions have been asked about what activities may have been occurring in 
the landscape around, and between, these important places in prehistory. In turn these sorts of 
questions have lead to broader landscape studies where systematic fieldwalking surveys were 
one of the methods employed as part of these investigations. 
Reviewing the data collected from these regional studies, from across southern England, 
again demonstrates the association between the main rivers as routeways, with dispersed 
settlements branching out along the streams feeding them. Evidence for this pattern is 
shown from the studies at Cranborne Chase, South Dorset Ridgeway and Maiden Castle and 
Hambledon Hill. Also included, for comparison, is the Stonehenge Environs project and the East 
Hampshire Survey. 
East Hampshire Survey
Fieldwork for the East Hampshire Survey (Shennan 1985) was carried out in 1977/78 in the 
Alton and Petersfield area, which was randomly chosen because of its lack of any previous 
investigation. One of the project’s aims was to assess the level of agricultural damage on the 
archaeology of the area surveyed. The survey reflects the ethos of Processual Archaeology 
with a strong emphasis on scientific methodology and quantitative statistical data capture, by 
using computerised statistical methods for analysing the data collected (Shennan 1985, 114-5). 
This was not the conventional approach at the time since Shennan was experimenting in both 
the collection and analysis of archaeological survey data, therefore it creates difficulties when 
making direct comparisons with other surveys. However, whilst this means the survey is not 
wholly comparable with the other examples, due to the different line spacing for the collection 
units, there is still some benefit from including it since it does provide information regarding 
the extent of prehistoric activity in the transects investigated across the area surveyed. 
The methodology used to conduct the fieldwalking survey was largely experimental as 
Shennan was trialling levels of coverage to assess the results different intensities had 
in discovering densities of finds. After various experiments, his conclusions were that 
using inexperienced walkers required lines at 15 pace intervals to improve the chances of 
obtaining a pattern of artefact coverage (Shennan 1985, 11). 
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The results of the survey showed lithics from the Mesolithic to the Bronze Age present across 
the survey area. The Mesolithic finds were at a low-level density across the majority of 
areas walked, while there were three areas with large quantities of finds, that may indicate 
Mesolithic sites. Gardiner (in Shennan 1985, 49) states that the results from the survey could 
not establish whether the Mesolithic activity was contemporary with the large early sites 
known close to the study area (Oakhanger group and Petersfield Heath), which are located on 
the Greensand. Or whether they are late Mesolithic, which in Hampshire occur widely on the 
Clay-with-flints and the Chalk. The bulk of the assemblage was from the Neolithic and Bronze 
Age, with worked flint dating to this period present in every field. There were some fields 
with exceptionally high numbers of retouched flints and some with very low numbers, while 
the environment was the main factor Gardiner (in Shennan 1985, 53) used to account for this 
variable. The fields with low densities were either on Gault clay, which would remain wet in a 
woodland setting, or were on the hilltop, ridgeway or plateau edge positions. The fields with 
high densities of worked flint were on south facing slopes across all geologies. 
While the assemblage from the East Hampshire Survey contained over 200 scrapers along with 
around 120 other identifiable tools, Shennan did not believe this counted as evidence for any 
major Neolithic or Bronze Age settlements in the area (Shennan 1985, 55). However, as a mixed 
assemblage often associated with settlements they could be considered as representative of 
transient occupation sites. Instead the assemblages were interpreted as locations on the Clay-
with-flints geology visited for raw material procurement.
Shennan had approached the East Hampshire Survey by conducting a series of experiments 
on fieldwalking methodology, one of which was to record the effect of inter-walker variation 
on the survey results (Shennan 1985, 40). This study showed that the variation between the 
walkers for identifying chipped stone was not substantially significant, however, when it came 
to burnt flint, there was a greater inconsistency with collection, even when it was recognised. 
This was a problem I also had with walkers not recognising and having to remind them to 
collect burnt flint during the fieldwalking surveys for the study area.
Stonehenge Environs Project
During the 1970s an extensive surface collection survey, involving a systematic collection of 
around 10% of the ground surface in 39 individual collection areas, was undertaken in the area 
surrounding the Stonehenge monuments (Richards 1990). The lithic assemblage recovered 
from the survey reveals extensive activity throughout the Neolithic period and into the Middle 
Bronze Age (Chan 2003, 300). Worked flint was widely distributed across the areas sampled, 
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although there were areas with noticeably less surface finds than others, some of these areas 
may be regarded as peripheral to the main zone of prehistoric activity, where monuments 
are found. The collected flint was assessed chronologically and assigned to the Early Neolithic 
through to the Early Bronze Age (Richards 1990, 24). 
The surface survey reveals several areas with a high density of surface finds (in excess of 
90 pieces of worked flint per 50m collection unit), suggesting zones of activity, while in 
other areas the average density is between 40-80. The zones of high activity are located 
in the Avon valley and the dry valleys of Stonehenge Bottom and Spring Bottom. The large 
number of cores and hammerstones recovered demonstrate that flint was being sourced 
locally, as cores were often found in clusters along with a large volume of flint debitage. The 
assemblage from the Stonehenge Environs Project has been examined by Chan (2003) who 
concluded that, rather than this being a landscape reserved for ritual, it was a “busy place 
with people carrying out everyday tasks” (Chan, 2003, 303). This distribution of lithics seems 
to agree with Bender’s suggestion that in the Neolithic “…clearance, flint working, planting 
and grazing washed up to the very edges of the monument” (Bender 1998, 55). 
The lithic evidence obtained from the Stonehenge Environs Project demonstrates the 
scale and extent of activity across the landscape, with concentrations of people gathering 
on an intermittent basis. The significance of the monuments and the various episodes of 
monument construction, or reconfiguration, over the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age periods 
probably accounts for the majority of the lithic artefacts recovered. While at the same time 
Chan (2003, 323) observes that analysis of the lithic scatters demonstrate that a “variety of 
daily maintenance tasks” were taking place in the wider landscape. 
While Stonehenge is known principally for its monuments the 39 fieldwalking surveys carried 
out between 1980 and 1984 highlighted the presence of a “domestic” element in the lithic 
evidence, which is in keeping with some of the other monument landscapes in southern 
England, such as Maiden Castle and the South Dorset Ridgeway, Cranborne Chase and 
Hambledon Hill. Whilst these are landscapes with extensive prehistoric monuments, they are 
also located close to major rivers – indicating the importance of the rivers as route ways – 
and providing a means of navigating the central terrain of southern England. 
Cranborne Chase
As discussed earlier (see page 71) Cranborne Chase has been a focus of intense investigation, 
first by Pitt Rivers in the 1800s, then during the 1970s and 80s when the area formed part of 
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a formalised research project (published under the title Landscape, Monuments and Society, 
Barrett et al 1991). Fieldwalking formed part of the study and although neither the data for the 
area surveyed, nor the number of worked flints collected, was available in the report it does 
state that 31 surface assemblages were identified. Analysis of the flintwork reveals that only a 
small amount of debitage was collected, in contrast to the number of tools, which may indicate a 
collector bias. 
The locations of the flint clusters appear to be on the Clay-with-flints geology, which may 
indicate those areas were a resource for raw material procurement especially during 
the Mesolithic and the later Neolithic. The Early Neolithic flint that was collected was 
concentrated around the monuments, suggesting limited settlement in this period in contrast 
to further south towards the coast. During the Later Neolithic two zones of activity were 
identified, the first, with domestic items of flintwork suggesting settlement, on the Clay-with-
flints south facing slopes. This zone was just above the spring line, which is the source of 
the rivers Allen and Tarrant and their tributaries. The second zone was below the spring line 
around the Dorset cursus, where small scatters of higher quality flintwork suggest different, 
activities (Barrett et al 1991, 73-75). 
During the Early Bronze Age, despite the large number of barrow cemeteries, the lithic 
assemblage shows little domestic activity on the higher ground of the Chase, this finding is also 
reflected in the survey area at Rotherfield Greys. Although only small surface scatters relating 
to the Middle Bronze Age were found, one at Down Farm, other features including enclosures 
and ditches have been identified, some also excavated, demonstrating the expansion of 
settlement across the landscape during this period. Similarities between the Middle Bronze 
Age settlement at Down Farm and Green Park have been discussed earlier (see Chapter 3, page 
102). From the study area the lithics from Row Croft show the pattern of settlement across the 
landscape in the Middle Bronze Age was becoming more frequent.
Knowlton
More recently a new study of the Upper Allen Valley was carried out between 1998 and 2003 
by French et al. (2007). The surface collection survey, which formed part of the Knowlton area 
fieldwork, was carried out at seven locations (approximately 71 hectares), and recovered 4221 
pieces of worked flint. Table 8.3 (overleaf) shows a breakdown of the assemblage by field; the 
chronological period for each field, based on the flint analysis; and the topography of each field 
in relation to the river. Analysis of the flint assemblages demonstrates the spatial patterning 
around the Knowlton area and the River Allen during the Mesolithic to Bronze Age periods, 
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with the sites ranging from adjacent to the river to 1.5km away from it. There is also a possible 
Mesolithic presence at All Hallows Farm, which was not seen in the assemblages from the other 
fields (Gardiner 2007, 139). 
All Hallows Farm was the northern-most of the fields examined and is on a gentle slope over-
looking the River Allen. A large quantity of burnt flint was collected from the field, although 
there were no obvious concentrations and the material was widely distributed. A similar 
pattern was found at the Avenue Lodge fields, where 69.5kg of burnt flint was collected, 
except here there were a few “hot spots” in field AL (Gardiner 2007, 141). The worked flint 
collected at Knowle Hill was considered to be Middle to Late Bronze Age, here there were 
also dense areas of burnt flint, which were interpreted as being ploughed-out burnt mounds 
(Gardiner 2007, 140). 
There are some similarities between the Knowlton area and Shiplake, both have monuments 
built during the Neolithic and large quantities of burnt flint, evidence for burnt mounds, 
probably dating to the Middle/Late Bronze Age, based on analysis of the worked flint collected. 
The results of the fieldwalking surveys show a broad distribution of worked flint across the 










All Hallows Farm 9.4 818 36 Multi period







Top of rounded hill overlooking River 
Allen and both henge monuments
Knowle Hill 17 304 42 Bronze Age
Ploughed out burnt mound 





BF is to the north and adjacent to 
BD, both are located on a south-
west slope of dry valley down to 
River Allen floodplain. 
Flint analysis: BF light domestic







Early to Middle 
Neolithic
Two adjacent fields, both fairly flat 
with gentle fall east to west.
Table 8.3. Knowlton fieldwalking, breakdown of the assemblages by field.  Source: French et al. 2007
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Damerham
Another field study within the Cranborne Chase area was at Damerham in 2013. Here systematic 
fieldwalking, as part of the Damerham Archaeology Project, was carried out over 32 hectares 
using a 20m grid (Bayer et al 2015). A total of 1990 items of worked flint were collected, along 
with 2875 pieces of burnt flint. The results showed concentrations of both worked and burnt 
flint occurring at locations of known prehistoric monuments, with the burnt flint overlying the 
monuments. Worked and burnt flint was widely distributed across the entire area of collection 
(Bayer et al 2015, 19), which may indicate areas of settlement, which Bayer et al (2015) interpret 
as areas of activity, again the River Allen is a key focus in the landscape. There are similarities 
with these fieldwalking survey results and those from Knowlton as well as at Shiplake, indicating 
activities were occurring at these locations during the Neolithic and Bronze Age. 
Hambledon Hill Environs
A systematic fieldwalking survey around Hambledon Hill between 1976 and 1982, was undertaken 
on arable fields to the east of Hambledon Hill – the land to the west is predominantly pasture – 
the objective was to detect flint scatters within a 4km radius of Hambledon Hill (Saville 2008, 739). 
Over 7000 flints were collected and three major concentrations located at Shroton Spur, Boyne’s 
Lane and Smuggler’s Lane, all locations which overlook the River Iwerne, a tributary of the River 
Stour. The lithics in these collections were dated to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age and are 
characteristically later than the hilltop assemblages recovered during excavations in the 1950s 
and Mercer’s excavations 1974-1986. At the foot of the Stepleton spur and adjacent to the river 
Iwerne, a Middle Bronze Age burnt mound was identified in Everley Water Meadow through the 
fieldwalking programme, which was subsequently excavated. It has been suggested that the area 
where the burnt mound was found may be a Bronze Age metalworking site and is linked to the 
second millennium fields and settlement on the hill above (Mercer and Healy 2008, 779).
Saville (2008, 741) states that if the survey results are taken at “face value” it suggests the 
“existence of intensive Early/Middle Neolithic settlement and lithic exploitation only on the 
Hambledon Hill top, with later settlement and exploitation primarily away from the hilltop”. 
This separation of the landscape into zones is seen to be a regular pattern occurring in the 
Neolithic and Bronze Age. Saville also comments that the “overall pattern of lithic material 
produced from this survey matches that obtained from a wider survey of Cranborne Chase in 
the 1980s” (Saville 2008, 741). Another pattern that appears to be a recurring theme is the 
relationship between settlement location and access to water in the form of a river network, 
here the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age settlement sites are located on terraces at around 
1.5km distance from the river.
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South Dorset Ridgeway Project and Maiden Castle
Fieldwalking surveys between 1977 and 1984, to extend the understanding of prehistoric 
settlement, were one aspect of the South Dorset Ridgeway project (Woodward 1991). Four 
sample areas were selected for varied geology and height as well as to establish the effects of 






Stinsford 52 3,634 Late Neolithic/ 
Early Bronze 
Age
Lowland gravel terrace close to River Frome with 
no monuments, but opposite Mount Pleasant 
henge enclosure. 
Whitcombe 45 3,498 Neolithic to 
Bronze Age
North facing chalk upland with Bronze Age round 
barrow cemetery aligned on a Neolithic bank 
barrow
Long Bredy 14 2,147 Early Neolithic Are surveyed was around Martin’s Down bank 
barrow at the western end of the Ridgeway. 
Geology thin chalk and rendzina soils.
Winterbourne 
Steeplton




Dry river valley system north of Black Down, in 
central area of the Ridgeway, with numerous 
monuments. Varied geology with wide range of 
soil types on chalk and Eocene sands and gravels.
Table 8.4. Fieldwalking locations along the South Dorset Ridgeway.   Source: Woodward 1991
The Winterbourne Steepleton sample area was divided into three sites, Rowden, Cowleaze and 
Sheep Down, and overall had the most chronologically varied assemblages. The flints collected 
from Rowden comprised of waste flakes characteristic of the Middle Bronze Age and a variety 
of tools reflecting a Neolithic occupation (Woodward 1991, 38), while the assemblage from 
Cowleaze is Early Neolithic through to the Early Bronze Age. At Sheep Down the flints collected 
date to the Late Neolithic, with an emphasis on raw material procurement and knapping. 
According to the project report the area surveyed with the highest retouched and core waste 
ratio was in the river valley, suggesting intense settlement as seen in the Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age assemblage from Stinsford. In contrast the assemblages from the upland areas of 
Winterbourne Steepleton have a different composition, with waste flakes forming the greatest 
component. At Rowden a large quantity of waste flakes from over the barrow were interpreted 
as a Middle Bronze Age dump (Woodward 1991, 38), although it is possible that the mound 
may have become the source of raw materials in the Middle Bronze Age and the waste is the 
residue of knapping on the mound itself, as interpreted from investigations of the mound at 
Mitcheldever Wood, Hampshire (Fasham 1979).
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Excavations were carried out at Rowden on some features that had been badly damaged by 
ploughing and were in danger of being totally lost. One of these features was a hut depression 
which on excavation was dated to the Middle Bronze Age, while under the floor, and sealed 
by a chalk deposit, was an Early Neolithic pit (Woodward 1991, 47). This example illustrates 
how Early Neolithic sites can be obscured by later features and consequently not revealed by 
fieldwalking. However, in this case the Bronze Age barrows, which were almost ploughed out 
and deep ploughing of the surrounding fields had brought worked flint, interpreted as Late 
Neolithic tools, to the surface, which did provide evidence of Neolithic activity. 
Interpretation of the Winterbourne Steepleton area survey can suggest that the high ground, 
where the monuments are found in great numbers, may have a temporary settlement element, 
probably associated with monument building and subsequent visiting, during the Neolithic. 
A later Middle Bronze Age presence was seen by the excavated hut showing the area possibly 
had some small farmsteads during this period. The lower ground, beside the River Frome, was 
a focus for later settlement. The topography of the area could be an important factor for a 
settlement location, the confluence of the River Frome with the South Winterborne, which is a 
tributary of the Frome, rising near Winterbourne Steepleton and flowing along the south side 
Maiden Castle. There are some similarities between the results of the Stinsford fieldwalking 
survey and those of the study area the first being the intense prehistoric settlement at a 
location where two rivers meet. Second the report states that there is a high proportion of 
retouched cores to waste found across the settlement site at Stinsford, (but does not provide 
the numbers) (Woodward 1991, 33). A similar occurrence can be seen regarding the cores and 
waste ratios, found in close proximity to each other, in the settlements around Shiplake and 
Mapledurham (see Table 7.4).
Fieldwork was undertaken during 1985 and 1986 at Maiden Castle, which lies to the north 
of the Ridgeway (Sharples 1991). A similar pattern to the South Dorset Ridgeway project 
emerged from analysis of the fieldwalking results, with a marked difference between the 
lithic assemblages from the higher ground (procurement) to that of the slopes above the 
South Winterborne river (settlement). This settlement evidence has been interpreted as 
Late Bronze Age with associated field systems and boundaries with extensive round barrow 
cemeteries. While on the high ground of Maiden Castle itself evidence of Neolithic settlement 
has been found with associated diagnostic artefacts in the ditches around the Early Neolithic 
causewayed enclosure (Sharples 1991, 253). 
328 
Summary
The focus of the first half of this chapter was to address the third research aim – to make 
a comparison between the spatial patterning of the lithic evidence from this study with the 
results of fieldwalking surveys and other fieldwork across southern England. This has been 
achieved by assessing the evidence at a local level from the large scale The Vale of the White 
Horse, Abingdon, East Berkshire Survey, Lower Kennet Valley fieldwalking projects and the 
smaller North Stoke and some Middle Thames Valley surveys to see whether there are any 
correlations to be made. Then widening this comparison to a regional level, by comparing the 
data with the reports of other fieldwalking surveys in southern England, the East Hampshire, 
Cranborne Chase, Hambledon Hill Environs, South Dorset Ridgeway and Maiden Castle 
projects, as discussed previously, to see what conclusions can be drawn. 
So, in response to the third research aim it is possible to say that there are similarities, 
especially when looking at the evidence for settlement, when comparing the survey area 
with the results of the local and regional fieldwalking surveys. At each of the local or regional 
surveys interpreted as areas of settlement (Lower Kennet Valley, East Berkshire, Abingdon, 
Knowlton) there is a wide variety in the tool types recovered and often a smaller amount of 
waste flakes in the assemblages. A similar pattern is seen in the study area at both Shiplake 
and Mapledurham. One of the observations made in several of the surveys was that at sites 
where the assemblage contained a large quantity of waste material and cores it denoted it was 
a procurement site, where raw material was being prepared and either the finished tool or 
blanks were transported away. These sites were often found on higher ground, and sometimes 
at the boundaries of two geologies usually the Chalk and Clay-with-flints, such as on the 
Berkshire Downs; East Hampshire Survey; Cranborne Chase; Winterbourne Steepleton – Sheep 
Down and Maiden Castle. Within the study area the only site, which could be classed as a 
procurement site, is Windmill Hill at Nettlebed, although another possible site is at Rotherfield 
Greys, where the Chalk and gravel of the Winter Hill Terrace meet.   
As mentioned previously, many of the areas of prehistoric activity in the study area are found 
at the head of a dry valley, and the same is also noted in several of the local and regional 
reports. Some of those where the fieldwalking results were regarded as having evidence for 
occupation reflect the landscape of Shiplake and Mapledurham by also being a short distance 
from a river or stream as seen at Knowlton and Stonehenge. Others, such as in the Vale of the 
White Horse, and on the Dorset Ridgeway, were on high ground, and close to the location of 
monuments or burial mounds; an observation that might also be applied to the site of the 
barrow at Rotherfield Greys. Other similarities with Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age settlement 
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sites are those, which as in the study area, were located on a terrace above a river, these 
include: the Upper Thames Valley at Abingdon beside the River Thames; Cranborne Chase 
at Knowlton by the River Allen; Hambledon Hill environs at Shroton Spur, Boyne’s Lane and 
Smuggler’s Lane overlooking the River Iwerne; and on the Dorset Ridgeway at Stinsford beside 
the River Frome where it meets the South Winterborne river.
The location of settlements close to a source of water is a recurring pattern, either on terraces 
immediately by a major river or along river valleys with tributaries flowing to the main river. This 
suggests the river network is being used as a routeway through the landscape, especially in the 
Mesolithic and Neolithic periods when people were more mobile in their lifestyle. Tilley defines 
a landscape as ‘a series of named locales, a set of relational places linked by paths, movements 
and narratives’ (Tilley 1994, 34), and the river could be viewed in this context as the path linking 
people and locations through the landscape. The results of the Lower Kennet Valley survey 
showed that during the Mesolithic the floodplain was preferred as a location for settlement, 
then as river levels rose during the Early Neolithic the preference changed to the terrace edges. 
This pattern is reflected beside the Thames at Eton, also frequently visited in the Mesolithic, 
and in the study area Mesolithic flints were at recovered beneath alluvium during excavations 
at Sonning Eye (Porter and Weale 2014) demonstrating a presence here too on the floodplain. 
The fieldwalking surveys within the study area provide evidence for an Early Neolithic presence 
on the first terrace above the river. Allen et al (2013, 497) has proposed a pattern of cyclical 
movement during the Early Neolithic between sites along the river, from evidence at Eton 
Rowing Lake, a similar scenario could have occurred in the study area where Early Neolithic 
occupation sites situated along the river terraces may have been abandoned for periods and 
then returned to a few years later and settlement resumed. Unfortunately the lithic evidence, 
especially from fieldwalking surveys, would not be able to identify such a close chronology, but 
it could account for the wide distribution of lithic clusters, especially if this continued into the 
Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age.
Occupation of the river terraces seems to be a preferred location, as a more settled way 
of life was becoming the norm, during the Late Neolithic and Early Bronze Age. The river 
may have been influential in this preference, due to hydrological conditions which saw 
seasonal flooding. Evidence for flooding has been found at Runnymede (see page 37), whilst 
excavated sites along both the River Kennet and the Thames have found large deposits of 
alluvium over earlier areas of occupation and activity on the floodplain (Robinson 2011, 
176-177). Beside the River Colne at Horton (see page 82) excavations have revealed four 
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Neolithic houses buried beneath alluvium deposits. The fieldwalking survey results, prior 
to planning consent to enable gravel extraction, had only revealed the presence of an Early 
Bronze Age oval barrow. It is discoveries such as these that are reminders of the extent of 
buried archaeology that may have already been lost along the floodplain. This is mostly due 
to the extensive gravel extraction programme in the Thames Valley during the 20th century, 
and is still going on, and expanding, today at Sonning Eye.
In the Upper Thames Valley evidence for a rising water table during the Bronze Age has been 
found at Yarnton, where a pair of Middle Bronze Age ditches had been flooded and re-cut, 
giving dates for the episode (Lambrick and Robinson 2009,29). With rising river levels people 
would have needed to settle on higher ground, which by the Middle and Later Bronze may 
have become normal practice when choosing a place to occupy. Especially since in this period 
homesteads, including places for livestock, were becoming more permanent so somewhere 
accessible to water, but without the risk of flooding, would be a suitable location. 
The terraces at Shiplake and Mapledurham provide elevation and access to water and 
could therefore be considered viable, which the evidence from the fieldwalking surveys has 
confirmed. However, the discovery of the burnt mound and low level settlement at Sonning 
Eye (pages 49-53) does contradict this interpretation since it shows there was activity on 
the floodplain in the Middle and Late Bronze Age. An explanation for this may be either that 
the river, which is between 500-1000m from the site, had established its channel leading 
to prolonged periods when it was less likely to flood, or that periods of stable climatic 
conditions produced less precipitation leading to flooding events. 
Expansion into the higher ground seems to be an aspect from the Middle Bronze Age period 
onwards as farming, either arable or livestock, became widespread with settlement on lower 
slopes and farmsteads at higher elevations. This settlement trend is evident from the local 
and regional surveys as well as in the study area at Shiplake, Mapledurham and Rotherfield 
Greys showing it was becoming the norm. And also seen near Twyford for the East Berkshire 
Survey (Ford 1987b); at Rowden on the South Dorset Ridgeway (Woodward 1991); the lower 
slopes of the South Winterborne at Maiden Castle (Sharples 1991); at Cranborne Chase 
(Barrett et al 1991); Damerham (Bayer et al 2015), Stepleton Spur, Everley Water Meadow 
(Hambledon Hill environs Mercer and Healy 2008, 779), Green Park and Moores Farm in the 
Lower Kennet Valley (Brossler et al 2013); and Maddle Farm on the Berkshire Downs (Gaffney 
and Tingle 1989). Along with the evidence of worked flint, with Middle to Late Bronze Age 
characteristics, some of the sites also had a large quantities of burnt flint, which in some 
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cases were excavated and confirmed to be burnt mounds (Lower Kennet Valley at Green 
Park, Hambledon Hill Environs at Everley Water Meadow). While in other instances the 
quantities and spatial pattern strongly suggest the presence of a burnt mound either 
in-situ, or ploughed out as found in the study area at Warren Hill and at Knowle Hill, 
Knowlton, Cranborne Chase (Gardiner 2007). 
Whilst many of the fieldwalking surveys discussed in this chapter have focused on landscapes 
with known monuments, the regional surveys discussed previously, were carried out both 
around the monuments and in the wider landscape to see what may have been occurring both 
at and between them. While it could be considered this might create a bias in the evidence 
obtained from the studies, the results have proved to justify the initial investigations by 
providing a broader understanding of prehistoric land use, settlement and activities. In contrast 
other fieldwalking surveys on a smaller scale, either by archaeological groups or in advance 
of development, have highlighted areas of potential for further investigation. Subsequent 
fieldwork occasionally leads to the discovery of prehistoric monuments as well as settlements, 
where there was no previous knowledge of any prehistoric activity. Often for larger landscape 
studies fieldwalking is the initial phase of a wider range of archaeological fieldwork, with 
geophysics and trial trenching often used to investigate areas of significant flint clusters. 
Healy (1987) has demonstrated that Early Neolithic assemblages are often masked and 
buried because of the practice of depositing lithics, amongst other items in pits, which was 
the case at Rowden, where an Early Neolithic pit was buried beneath a Middle Bronze Age 
hut. This was an important consideration during the fieldwork undertaken for this project at 
Spanhill Copse, where analysis of the surface flint suggested an Early Neolithic component 
and the geophysics revealed the existence of the causewayed ditches along with numerous 
pits across the site. The spread of lithics in the ploughsoil at Spanhill Copse covered a 
wide area and showed activity at the site into the Bronze Age. This is not uncommon since 
activities at the causewayed enclosure at Staines (Bradley 2004, Lamdin-Whymark 2008) 
and Maiden Castle (Sharples 1991, 184-5) also exhibit extended use, likewise at the small 
enclosure on Stepleton Spur, beside Hambledon Hill, where Middle Bronze Age field systems 
were located above the burnt mound at Everley Water Meadow (Mercer and Healy 2008). 
Many of the local and regional fieldwalking surveys included walking in close proximity to 
existing monuments. In the Vale of the White Horse fragments of polished axes were found in 
the area leading up to the long barrows (Gaffney and Tingle 1989), at North Stoke the areas 
with the crop mark complex had very few finds in contrast to the large densities (interpreted 
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as settlements) in its vicinity (Bradley et al 1984). At Stonehenge the southern part of the 
“Stonehenge triangle”, where there is a wide range of monuments, had low densities of worked 
flint from the surface collection, for which Richards (1990) states there is no explanation. 
Viewed together the examples suggest the space close to monuments was being revered and 
kept separate from other activity. Although this is not always the case as seen on the South 
Dorset Ridgeway at Rowden, where a “dump” of Middle Bronze Age flint was found over an 
earlier Bronze Age burial mound and at Whitcombe where a spread of Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age worked flint was found close to the Neolithic bank barrow. When comparing these 
sites to the study area there are obvious parallels with the monument at Spanhill Copse, which 
has been discussed above. However, at the site of the barrow at Rotherfield Greys there were 
lithics probably relating to the construction of the mound as well as a scatter of Middle to Late 
Bronze Age worked flint in the adjacent field indicting a re-use of the landscape here.
Causewayed enclosures in the Thames Valley
Oswald et al (2001) have identified 15 causewayed enclosures along the Thames Valley 
(Fig. 8.20), three of these (Staines, Eton Wick and Dorney) are to the east of the survey area 
while the remainder are to the west, in the Upper Thames Valley. Oswald et al have included 
Eye and Dunsden in the 15, since they regard it as a “possible” causewayed enclosure from 
the aerial photographs. I consider this classification can now be upgraded to “probable” 
based on the results of the fieldwork undertaken for this research. First the fieldwalking 
survey, which has produced lithic evidence for an Early Neolithic presence and second, the 
magnetometry survey, which has provided evidence of a buried feature with characteristics of 
a causewayed enclosure.
Eye & Dunsden
Fig. 8.20. Map showing the 15 causewayed enclosures found along the Thames Valley. (Oswald et al 
2001, 111.) 
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One feature of the other Middle Thames causewayed enclosures is that they are all positioned 
on low ground, close to the river, in fact their susceptibility to seasonal flooding is viewed as 
intentional, such as at Dorney (Oswald et al 2001, 67). At Staines the enclosure is situated 
on a slightly raised platform, just one metre above a former stream (Oswald et al 2001, 94). 
At Abingdon, a riverine enclosure 61 kilometres west of Shiplake, the monument is on a low 
promontory where flooding would have occurred, while there were other suitable sites nearby, 
on higher ground. Oswald et al (2001, 111) consider the differences in the forms of causewayed 
enclosures (Fig. 8.21), as seen in the overall size and shape, number and widths of circuits 
may have been related to function, or alternatively may be insignificant and demonstrate that 
“architecture” did not matter in their form because their basic function was still recognisable.
Fig. 8.21. The different forms in plan and number of circuits of the 15 causewayed enclosures found along 
the Thames Valley. (Oswald et al 2001, 111.) 
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The Eye and Dunsden causewayed enclosure is different from the others in the Middle Thames 
Valley, and also at Gatehampton and Abingdon, in that it is situated on the terrace above the river 
at and elevation of 69m. From the small hill top on which it is sited there would be a commanding 
view over the surrounding landscape from the southwest round to the northeast, assuming the 
woodland was cleared, with the river in full sight flowing along the floodplain below. 
Oswald et al have discussed the location of valley-side causewayed enclosures in relation to 
local topography, a topic originally observed by Isobel Smith (Smith 1971, 92 cited in Oswald 
et al 2001, 103), commenting that they are orientated so that “they overlook lowland areas 
and are physically ‘tilted’ in that direction by their siting on sloping ground ... and overlook 
the valleys of rivers or streams” (Oswald et al 2001, 97). The Eye and Dunsden causewayed 
enclosure has been positioned, on sloping ground, overlooking the river valley at the 
confluence of the Thames and Lodden (Fig. 8.22). Its position also means that the site, would 
have been visible from a distance, especially from the high ground across the river to the 
southeast, where the Ford (1987b) recorded scatters of Early Neolithic worked flints, collected 
during the East Berkshire Survey. The location of the cursus and the other monuments at 
Sonning may have been influenced by the causewayed enclosure as the inter-visibility of the 




Fig. 8.22. The location of the causewayed enclosure (A) overlooking the confluence of the Thames and 
Lodden (B). It may have also influenced the positioning of the cursus at Sonning (C). 
© Crown copyright and database rights 2019 Ordnance Survey (100025252).
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Research sub-aim 3.3 was to try to establish whether there was any monument building 
activity in the study area by looking at the possible causewayed enclosure at Eye and Dunsden. 
As discussed above this sub-aim has been successfully fulfilled, initially from the fieldwalking 
survey establishing an Early Neolithic presence at the site, then by the geophysics survey. This 
confirms the crop marks are the result of sub-surface archaeological features, which is even 
more extensive beneath the ground. Although no excavation has been made to provide a firm 
date for the feature, this would be a recommendation for a future research project.
This chapter has compared the fieldwork from the study area with those of local and 
regional examples and my conclusion is that it shows the general pattern of settlement has 
numerous parallels across the region. Although there are some differences these may be 
explained through the effects of the varied geology and topography of the area, along with 
environmental conditions over the millennia. It suggests that while people were eventually 
settled in permanent locations, mobility throughout the region via the network of navigable 
rivers was widely occurring. 
During the Neolithic monuments were an important feature within the landscape, but as the 
lithic evidence from the regional fieldwalking surveys has shown, these sites were not set 
aside exclusively for ceremonial purposes. Gatherings of people, perhaps for extended periods 
during the year, have left a residue of lithic evidence in the ploughsoil showing everyday life 
was continuing even in these places. Then later, after they had been abandoned, the locations 
were used for settlement in the Middle and Late Bronze Age.
At the beginning of this chapter I restated the primary aims of the research project and the 
points that were to be addressed in the text. In the next chapter I will be discussing how these 
aims have been met and the contribution I believe this study has made to the knowledge 
of prehistory in the Middle Thames Valley, in particular at Shiplake, and how this can be 
encompassed in the recreation of a past landscape.
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CHAPTER 9:  Conclusions
This conclusion will show, the primary aims of this research have been met, as demonstrated 
below, and the results from fieldwork in the study area shows widespread activity occurring, 
from the Mesolithic through to the Late Bronze Age, at the sites where new fieldwalking 
surveys were carried out. 
1.0. Using lithic evidence to investigate the extent of Mesolithic to Late Bronze Age activity in the 
Middle Thames Valley
The primary aim of this research was to use lithic evidence obtained from fieldwalking surveys to 
investigate the extent of later prehistoric activity (c.8000BC – c.1000BC) in the study area. Here 
there are very few published reports of fieldwork, indicating a lack of archaeological investigation 
north of the river, compared with the area south of the river in Berkshire around Sonning and 
Reading. Elsewhere in the Middle Thames Valley, high levels of prehistoric activity, including 
settlements, monuments and ceremonial centres have been recorded on the north bank of the 
River Thames (Staines, Eton and Windsor, Dorney, Datchet, Horton, Heathrow, see Chapter 3, 
and at Gatehampton, see Chapter 2). The Upper Thames Valley, which has been the focus of 
extensive archaeological research in recent years, also has extensive monument complexes and 
settlements along the course of the Thames (North Stoke, Dorchester-on-Thames, Abingdon and 
Stanton Harcourt, see Chapter 3). Results of the fieldwalking surveys at Shiplake and Mapledurham 
demonstrate extensive activity, across the Boyn Hill and Black Park Terraces, above the river Thames.
2.0. Relationships between sites and rivers
When comparing the assemblages, the geology and the topography of the study area with the 
other sites reviewed, several correlations can be made. The results from the study area have 
parallels with the local and regional surveys and there are some key points that may have some 
bearing on this observation. Specifically, there is clear evidence for the recurring use of the free 
draining gravels of the river terraces and valley sides for settlement during the Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age period onwards, while areas of Clay-with-flints geology were frequently 
visited for flint procurement during the Mesolithic and Neolithic. Close proximity to the river 
appears to be of importance during the Neolithic, as seen by the number of monuments and 
settlements discovered, with some also excavated, beside the river along the Middle Thames 
Valley. Again there are parallels with the regional studies (see Table 8.3) where the sites with 
one or two causewayed enclosures (Hambledon Hill and Maiden Castle), or a cursus (Cranborne 
Chase), are located close to rivers with areas of activity accessed by dry valleys. The Stonehenge 
Environs project is also useful for a comparison of relationships between the settlement area at 
Durrington Walls, the monuments around Stonehenge and the River Avon.
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By the Middle to Late Bronze Age large settlements were forming close to the rivers, as found at 
Eton and Green Park, and people were engaged in a wide range of activities including farming and 
textile production. Flax retting pits containing traces of the plant and flint scrapers were found 
during excavations in Green Park, Area 3100 (Brossler et al 2004, 124); indicating flax was grown 
as a crop and once harvested submerged in retting pits to release the fibres. People were also 
living further from the river, and at higher elevations, possibly in small family units on farmsteads, 
as seen at Rowden. When studying the results of the fieldwalking surveys this pattern is shown to 
be repeated at almost all the local and regional sites, and confirmed by subsequent excavations at 
most of them (see Table 9.1, page 347) as well as within the study area.
2.1 Landscape and lithics, by prehistoric periods
A sub-aim of the research was to try and establish a chronological sequence for the lithics 
from the assemblages in order to ascertain whether distance to the river varied according to 
prehistoric periods. Although there were few diagnostic artefacts within the assemblages that 
could be assigned to definite periods of prehistory, all of the sites surveyed appear to have been 
used, on occasions, from the Mesolithic through to the Late Bronze Age. Although at some sites 
the evidence did suggest there were gaps of up to a thousand years between periods of activity. 
Mesolithic period (c.8000-4000BC)
The landscape across southern England during the Mesolithic period was generally dense 
woodland, with natural and created clearings, while river valleys and riverine areas may have 
been more open than the adjacent uplands (Hey and Robinson 2011a, French 2009). Molluscan 
data shows there was a variety of woodland habitats across the Chalk of Wiltshire, with 
substantially open environments on Cranborne Chase and the Upper Allen Valley, while the 
hill slopes at Hambledon Hill had dense woodland with a closed canopy (Allen and Gardiner 
2009). Clearings are known of along the major river corridors (Corporation Farm, Abingdon and 
Gravelly Guy) as well as on higher ground (Ascott-under-Wychwood and Rollright) (Hey 2014, 
69-75, Hey and Robinson 2011a, 219). Open glades would be prime locations for Mesolithic 
communities to exploit plant and animal resources, engaging in activities such as hunting, 
fishing, berries and hazelnut gathering. The aurochs kill site at Thames Valley Park (see page 
104) demonstrates hunting was occurring close to the study area, and the fact the main meat 
bearing bones were absent suggests they had been removed for consumption at a nearby camp. 
Several cores, microliths and small worked flakes assigned to the Mesolithic were collected 
during the surveys at Shiplake and present in the museum archive from Mapledurham (see 
Figs. 8.5 and 8.11). The locations of these finds were in the fields either beside, or at the heads 
of dry valleys (see Figs. 8.1 and 8.2). The pattern of Mesolithic lithic finds in the study area 
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corresponds with Robin Holgate’s model of late Mesolithic activity in the Thames Valley, which 
proposed short-stay or base camps on the terrace edges adjacent to rivers (Holgate 1988). The 
evidence from the fieldwalking surveys is consistent with small mobile groups exploiting the 
local environment. The Ashmolean Museum archive contains a large volume of finds from the 
Mesolithic settlement at Nettlebed from Peake’s 1913 excavations (see Appendix 2), and also 
flints collected as spot finds in and around Nettlebed and Russell’s Water during the 1950s and 
1960s and at Woodcote. The assemblages viewed for this research, contain cores, microliths, 
blades, scrapers, borers, and axes along with a large quantity of waste material (see Appendix 2). 
My interpretation, based on the Mesolithic evidence from the study area, and the local area 
surveys at North Stoke, East Berkshire and the Lower Kennet Valley, is that people were passing 
through the area, either to or from the settlement site at Thatcham in the south, along the 
Lower Kennet Valley, and the settlement and raw material procurement site in the north, at 
Nettlebed. They could also be using the river as a corridor (Hey and Robinson 2011a, 219) 
passing through the study area whilst travelling in an east/west direction (to and from Wessex) 
through the Thames and the Kennet Valleys (Fig 9.1). Mesolithic flint scatters have been 
recorded at numerous sites along the Thames and Kennet rivers, demonstrating the extent 
of settlement and mobility in the local area (Hey 2014, 75). It may also indicate places where 
activities relating to hunting and foraging were occurring in the river valleys, while people 
were travelling further afield to areas where raw materials could be procured, as discussed by 
Preston and Kandor (2018).
Fig. 9.1. Mesolithic flint scatters in the Thames and Kennet Valleys, the study area is shaded grey. 
Source: Hey et al 2011, 209.
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Early Neolithic period (c.4000-3000BC)
During the Early Neolithic densely wooded areas were being opened up, either by human 
intervention such as felling, ring-barking and burning; or by natural processes such as wind-throws 
from storms, fires from lightening strikes, drought, disease or animal activity, resulting in the 
opportunistic exploitation of naturally created clearings (T. Brown 1997). As discussed earlier (see 
page 76) data from pollen and molluscan studies indicate the landscape was a mosaic of woodland 
and clearances with rough scrubland in between (Allen and Gardiner 2009, French 2009), this 
variation in habitat has been demonstrated by a study of buried Neolithic soils from beneath 
monuments on the southern chalklands (Evans 1975 cited in Allen and Gardiner 2009; Gillings et 
al 2008). Many Early Neolithic monuments were constructed in places with managed clearings, 
at Windmill Hill the causewayed enclosure was built during a phase of woodland clearance and 
cultivation, while at West Kennet, long barrow construction began in an environment of “dry open 
grassland” (Evans 1972, cited in Allen and Gardiner 2009). In the Thames Valley, a pollen sequence 
from the Abingdon causewayed enclosure shows the area was cleared of trees in the early 4th 
Millennium, to construct the monument, and remained open well drained grassland with some 
cereal plots until the woodland regenerated some 700 years later (Hey and Robinson 2011b, 223). 
Few of the sites in the study area had worked flint with characteristics of Early Neolithic 
production, or were tools of the type associated with the period (Butler 2005), at Mapledurham 
the pattern for Early Neolithic flintwork resembles the Mesolithic finds (see Figs. 8.11 and 8.12) 
suggesting continuity over time. This could indicate a clearing here on the Black Park Terrace 
overlooking the Thames which was being visited on a regular basis by a small family unit, 
perhaps on a seasonal basis. Although there are no diagnostic tools for the Early Neolithic in 
the assemblage from the Mapledurham archive several of the cores and waste flakes exhibit 
knapping techniques of the period. Also collected were a backed knife, some scrapers and short 
pointed awls and piercers, these tools are the type used for domestic activities, there were no 
axes or axe fragments that may have been present if people were engaged in tree felling, which 
may suggest the area was already open.
The Early Neolithic assemblage from the fields at Shiplake is much larger than the Mapledurham 
assemblage, demonstrating a difference in the number of people visiting this area during the 
period (see Fig 8.6). The spatial pattern of Mesolithic artefacts at Shiplake is also reflected in the 
pattern for the Early Neolithic finds indicating the landscape was already frequently visited, and 
may have held some significance prior to the construction of the causewayed enclosure. The 
assemblage contained a diagnostic tool (laurel leaf), which is attributed to the Early Neolithic 
(Butler 2005, 130) and was collected during the fieldwalking survey. 
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The lithics from Spanhill Copse, which I consider to be of the Early Neolithic period, indicate 
a ‘domestic’ assemblage. The laurel leaf (Fig. 7:5.12B), has been bifacially knapped and has 
one sharp edge, the other blunted, indicating its function was as a knife, although it may 
have originally been intended as a leaf-shaped arrowhead (Francis Healy pers. com.). Other 
retouched tools from this period include scrapers made on rounded flakes, awls, and cutting 
tools with serrated edges, while some cores and a crested blade indicate knapping was 
occurring at the site. Also collected from Spanhill Copse was 5.5kg of burnt flint, presumably 
debris from cooking or feasting fires, that was probably deposited in the pits seen on the 
magnetometer survey outside the main ditch (see Figs. 7:5.6 and 7:5.16). 
This evidence suggests some form of daily living was occurring at or nearby during the Early 
Neolithic, with the “rubbish” being deposited in specific places according to the customs being 
observed by the group using the enclosure. At some causewayed enclosures, such as Maiden 
Castle, the ditches have been found to be short-lived, while activity continues after the ditch 
has filled, or been filled up (Sharples 1991). Recent publications have examined and discussed 
the forms, structures, dates, assemblages and locations of causewayed enclosures across the 
region (Lamdin-Whymark 2008, Oswald et al 2001, Whittle et al 2011), and whilst many plausible 
theories exist their “raison d’être” and function still remain essentially an enigma. The Early 
Neolithic worked flint from the other fields on the Boyn Hill Terrace at Shiplake form four small 
clusters in an area of approximately 500 metres diameter a short distance from Spanhill Copse. 
Based on the lithic evidence from the fieldwalking surveys, my interpretation of the Early 
Neolithic landscape at Shiplake is that Spanhill Copse was either an open space, or purposefully 
cleared for the construction of the causewayed enclosure, with woodland on the surrounding 
hillsides, leading down to the floodplain, which may have been prone to seasonal flooding 
through the dry valley, which may have held a winterbourne stream. The occupation area 
to the northeast of the causewayed enclosure may indicate another clearing in a wooded or 
scrub landscape, since the lithics appear to cluster in this specific area rather than across the 
whole terrace. Another small lithic scatter was found close to the river confluence at Mill Lane, 
which may again indicate an occupation site in a clearing. Amongst the lithic assemblages from 
Spanhill Copse and the fields surrounding Shiplake Court Farm were a number of broken axe 
fragments, including part of a polished axe, which may indicate tree-felling activities.
Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age (c.3000-1500BC)
During the Middle Neolithic open areas across England that had been previously cleared for 
cultivation or the grazing of domestic animals were subject to woodland regeneration (Robinson 
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2014). The natural cycle of woodland regeneration from open grassland to full canopy woodland, 
and then back to open grassland is thought to take around 500 years (Kirby 2003, 14). Kirby has 
modelled the four phases of this cycle, based on the ‘Vera Hypothesis’ (Vera 2000) as 1: Open or 
Park phase – 125 years; 2: Scrub phase – 75 years; 3: Grove or Woodland phase – 250 years; 4: 
Break-up phase – 50 years (Kirby 2003, Robinson 2014). Based on this theory the regeneration 
of cleared areas back to mature woodland could take around 200 years, therefore where Early 
Neolithic monuments were abandoned natural regeneration may have obscured them by the 
Late Neolithic. Evidence for woodland regeneration was found, in the Late Neolithic, at Abingdon 
causewayed enclosure, Drayton Cursus, Hazleton and Yarnton (Hey and Robinson 2011b 223-225). 
Late Neolithic ceremonial monuments (Fig. 9.2) were constructed in open areas, often requiring 
large-scale tree clearance, as visibility appears to have been a factor in their positioning in the 
landscape (Hey and Barclay 2011), likewise Early Bronze Age round barrows were positioned 
in visible locations, such as at Radley (see page 79). An Early Bronze Age barrow cemetery has 
been identified on the floodplain between Spanhill Copse and Sonning, see page 50, indicating 
the floodplain must have had clear dry areas during this period. From the Late Neolithic and 
continuing into the Early Bronze Age period extensive areas were opened up for settlements 
and cultivation, and with increasing numbers of sheep being raised the grasslands remained 
open for grazing (Robinson 2014). During the Early Bronze Age Hey and Robinson suggest that 
“transhumant herders were taking their stocks over unenclosed rough grassland and scrub, 
perhaps spending longer periods of time in some places with adjacent, small cultivation plots” 
(Hey and Robinson 2011c, 325-328).
Fig. 9.2. Neolithic monuments in the Thames and Kennet Valleys. After Hey et al 2011, 340.
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Lithic evidence from the fieldwalking surveys at both Mapledurham and Shiplake suggest 
the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age landscape at these locations was open across the whole 
terrace, with flintwork relating to the period collected from all of the fields surveyed (see 
Figs. 8.7 and 8.13). At Mapledurham there are two dense lithic clusters, which may be 
associated with settlement, while the surrounding areas have broader scatters and may 
indicate temporary seasonal camps. The blank areas may denote scrubland or open grazing 
for livestock. At Shiplake the distribution of flint reflects the Early Neolithic pattern, but is 
much denser in those areas, as well as extending south across the terrace towards the river 
and north to the lower slopes of the Chilterns. Dense scatters are also evident at Spanhill 
Copse, indicating this remained open and the locale may not have been abandoned when the 
monument ceased to have held the significance it once did in the Early Neolithic.
As previously stated, worked flint dating to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age was widely 
distributed across the Black Park Terrace at Mapledurham and the Boyn Hill Terrace at Shiplake. 
The artefacts range from a few arrowheads (oblique, transverse and tanged), scrapers (disc, 
horseshoe, hollow, thumbnail), knives, denticulates, awls, piercers, borers and cores. Some 
of the scrapers, knives and arrowheads have invasive retouch over one or both sides. The 
assemblages from the study area suggest a range of domestic activities occurring across the 
fields surveyed dating to this period, these involved cutting, scraping, and piercing either in 
connection with food preparation or carpentry or possibly textile production. However there 
does not appear to be any distinct spatial patterning, which would define areas where specific 
activities requiring particular tools were being carried out. 
The spatial patterning of the lithic scatters may be representative of discontinuous periods 
of Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age occupation across the terraces, rather than a continuous 
settlement in the area. The ploughzone studies discussed in Chapter 4 would suggest that a 
broad spread of lithics in the ploughsoil could be expected as a result of numerous, localised, 
clusters of lithic material being dispersed by the plough over time. Similar patterns of clustered 
sites dating to this period were also a feature in the local and regional surveys, suggesting 
people were still pursuing a mobile lifestyle during the period, moving with their animals 
between woodland clearings (Hey and Robinson 2011c, 311). 
At Rotherfield Greys worked flakes dating to the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age were found 
in Barrow Field and Row Croft, the small number of flakes from these fields suggest this was a 
place where only temporary camps were set up during this period, probably associated with 
the construction of the Early Bronze Age barrow. It may also indicate people were returning 
on occasions to visit the mound, possibly while the memory of the deceased was still being 
observed by the community. 
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Middle and Late Bronze Age (c.1500-800BC)
Landscapes in the Middle to Late Bronze age were 
predominantly open, due to flocks of sheep grazing on 
grassland preventing the regeneration of woodland, 
with a mosaic of smaller wooded areas between. In the 
Thames Valley most of the gravel terraces and floodplain 
had been cleared by c. 1500 cal BC, cereals were being 
cultivated on a small-scale basis and domestic animals 
were being raised and grazed extensively (Lambrick 
and Robinson 2009, 39). By the end of the Late Bronze 
Age settlements were becoming more permanent 
and field systems established, creating a patchwork of 
fields for cereal crops and pasture amongst open areas 
of grassland and scrub between settlements (Fig. 9.3) 
(Lambrick and Robinson 2009, 40, Yates 2007, Brossler 
et al 2013, 126-128). 
The identification of Middle and Late Bronze Age worked flint in the assemblages is somewhat 
problematical since there are no diagnostic tool types for this period. Therefore it is only by 
the attributes of the flint and the quality of the workmanship that the remainder of the flints 
can be assigned to the Middle/Late Bronze Age (see Chapter 6, page 153). The distribution of 
the worked flint assigned to this period is fairly uniform across the fields surveyed at Shiplake, 
while the burnt mound may also be a feature from this period and linked to the burnt mound 
at Sonning Eye (discussed earlier, see page 52). 
At Mapledurham there appears to be continuity of occupation around the head of the dry valley 
through the Neolithic to the Middle Bronze Age (see Fig. 8.6). Although there is no direct evidence, 
an assumption could be made that settlement here in the Middle Bronze Age may have taken the 
form of farmsteads, possibly with associated fields, represented by the spaces without, or with 
only a few, lithics recovered. The cremation urn found at the east side of Pack Saddle North field 
(page 138) shows people were now burying their dead within settlements (Ford 1991b).
At Rotherfield Greys, the cluster of Middle or Late Bronze Age worked flint from Row Croft 
could indicate the presence of a small seasonal farmstead. It is a “well established view that 
inhabitants of the Thames Valley did not live in permanent year round farming settlements 
before the Middle Bronze Age” (Lambrick 2009, 91) but were engaged in mobile pattern of 
farming and domestic life, this scenario could be evident here at Row Croft. The assemblage 
of Middle to Late Bronze Age lithics may indicate a location where regular seasonal occupancy, 
Fig. 9.3. Constructing field boundaries 
in the Late Bronze Age. Drawing by 
Casper Johnson (Yates 2007, 133).
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possibly by a family group in the Middle Bronze Age, became a permanent farmstead as people 
began to adopt a settled lifestyle in the Late Bronze Age (Hey and Robinson 2011c, 329). A 
recommendation would be for further investigation, through geophysics, at this site to see if 
there is evidence for postholes or field ditches that might be associated with a Middle to Late 
Bronze Age farmstead.
2.2 Geology, lithic density and prehistoric activity
Analysis of the lithic distribution from the fieldwalking surveys at Mapledurham and Shiplake 
does not indicate that activity was focussed onto the geologies of the Black Park Terrace or the 
Boyn Hill Terrace. The concentration of lithics may indicate either periods when a high density 
of short-lived occupation was occurring on the gravel terraces, or alternatively a sustained 
occupation over a long timescale. The assemblages contain a large number of “everyday” tools, 
such as scrapers, piercers and cutting tools, which could support the argument for a continuous 
occupation over a long period of time from the Bronze Age period, based on the assumption 
that these tools were used through out the period for similar tasks with little modification. 
When analysing the data from each of the fields surveyed the quantity of tool types by 
percentage is very similar at both Mapledurham and Shiplake (see Table 8.1), so it appears that 
the same activities are represented at both sites. 
Whilst many of the local and regional survey reports do not provide details regarding specific 
numbers of tools recovered, they do agree that when a density (or cluster) of different tools 
are recovered in close proximity it denotes an area of occupation (Lobb and Rose 1996, 33, 56, 
63; Richards 1990, 16; Sharples 1991, 23, also Gardiner 1988). Therefore future fieldwalking 
surveys can interpret similar lithic cluster patterns in their results as an indication of possible 
occupation areas.
2.3 Amalgamation of evidence from diverse sources
Using the museum archives from the 1991 and 1997 surveys at Mapledurham demonstrate 
that combining the assemblages from existing and new fieldwalking surveys for analysis can 
be achieved. However, the fact that I analysed the flints from all the assemblages will have 
brought consistency to the results, which may have made this process more compatible since it 
avoids inter-observer variations in the classification. 
When using the reports from local and regional surveys I found each presented the fieldwalking 
data in varying degrees of detail. The reports for which fieldwalking was a preliminary part of 
a larger project (The South Dorset Ridgeway, Cranborne Chase and Hambledon Hill Environs) 
only covered the results in broad detail, and although it is possible to extract information about 
quantity of lithics, tool types, burnt flint etc., from the text, not all the detail I was needing for 
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my comparisons was available (see Table 8.2). When the reports were on a fieldwalking project 
it was easier to gather the equivalent data to fit the profile for my research aims. Although this 
may have resulted in a two-level comparison of the local and regional areas it still provides 
useful data for this research, especially since some of the areas fieldwalked were excavated 
providing additional information to correlate with the fieldwalking results.
So, it is possible to amalgamate evidence from various sources, although this process can be 
time-consuming and may not provide all the data in a unified format. But since many of the 
large-scale fieldwalking surveys were carried out around forty years ago, the information they 
contain maybe the only archaeological evidence available to us now, especially as many of the 
sites surveyed in the Thames Valley have since been developed.
3.0 Comparisons of lithic evidence from the study area with local and regional surveys
Chapter 8 has fully discussed the third aim, to make a comparison between the lithic evidence 
from the study area and the local and regional surveys, demonstrating this and the sub-
aims 3.1 and 3.2 have been met. However, these comparisons will be expanded on, in the 
conclusions for the next sub-aim, with a discussion on the influence which the existence of 
monuments may have had, initially with the decision to conduct a fieldwalking survey in the 
area, and also regarding prehistoric activities in different periods around them.
3.3 Monuments in the landscape
The third sub-aim was to investigate whether there were any monuments in the study area, and 
if so what was the relationship between monument and settlement. Apart from the debated 
crop mark at Eye and Dunsden, neither the available literature nor published reports contain 
references to Neolithic monuments within the study area. Indeed, as only a few barrows are 
known about (one at Rotherfield Greys and the four seen as crop marks on the floodplain near 
Sonning Eye), it might have been assumed that these Bronze Age funerary monuments are the 
only ones present; therefore, the study area could be regarded as a landscape with plenty of 
archaeological potential. Locating the fieldwalking transect north from Shiplake to Nettlebed 
provided an opportunity to investigate the field with the enclosure crop mark, at Spanhill Copse, 
and the fields along the terrace above the River Thames floodplain. As discussed previously (see 
pages 80-81) Shiplake is equidistant between two causewayed enclosures along the Thames, 
Gatehampton (30 Kilometres to the west); and Dorney (34 Kilometres to the east), and if a 
regular distance between these monuments is a contributory factor to their location, then 
Shiplake is a viable option.
This sub-aim of the research was to try and establish whether there was any evidence of 
monument building in the study area, primarily at the location of a crop mark, identified by 
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Oswald et al (2001) as a possible causewayed enclosure at Spanhill Copse. This aim has been 
achieved with the results of the fieldwalking providing evidence of an Early Neolithic presence 
at the site, through diagnostic artefacts recovered during the surface survey. A subsequent 
magnetometer survey (Fig. 9.4) confirmed the crop mark to be that of two segmented ditches, 
along with further ditch segments and numerous pit-like features both inside and outside a 
central space. Therefore the fieldwork carried out at Spanhill Copse confirms the presence of 
an archaeological feature beneath the ground, and that it is, in all probability, an Early Neolithic 
causewayed enclosure. Future research would be recommended here in the form of trial 
trenches to examine the main ditch and one or two of the pits, with a view to obtain dating 
evidence for the feature. 
Fig. 9.4. Result of the Bartington Grad 601/2 fluxgate gradiometer survey at Eye and Dunsden shown laid 
over a Google Earth photo of the site. Image supplied by Roger Ainslie
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Many of the local and regional fieldwalking surveys used for comparison with the study area 
were undertaken at or around monument sites, either as a preliminary survey for current 
fieldwork, or complementary to previous fieldwork to gain an understanding of the wider 
landscape (Table 9.1). 
Survey
Known monument 






Found evidence of 
permanent settlement/ 
farmsteads
Found evidence of 






East Berkshire Mesolithic to Bronze Age Multi Period •
North Stoke Bank Barrow Middle/Late Bronze Age Mesolithic and Early Neolithic
Vale of the 




Ring Ditches and Barrow
Neolithic to Late Bronze 
Age Mesolithic





Henge, Long Barrow, Cursus 
and Barrow Cemeteries
Neolithic to Middle 
Bronze Age
Cranborne Chase Long Barrows, Cursus and Round Barrows
Late Neolithic and 
Middle/Late Bronze Age Early Neolithic •
Knowlton Henge Multi Period
Hambledon Hill 
Environs
2 x Causewayed Enclosures, 
2 x Long Barrows Middle/Late Bronze Age
Late Neolithic/Early 
Bronze Age •
Maiden Castle Causewayed Enclosure and Barrow Late Bronze Age Neolithic •
Stinsford Early and Late Neolithic/ Early Bronze Age
Whitcome Bank Barrow and Round Barrow Cemetery Multi Period •
Long Bredy Bank Barrow and Round Barrows Early Neolithic
Rowden Barrow Early Neolithic* and Middle Bronze Age Hut
Cowleaze Barrow Cemetery Early Neolithic to Early Bronze Age
Sheep Down Barrow Cemetery Late Neolithic •
East Hampshire Multi Period •






4 Neolithic Houses and 
2 Middle Bronze Age 
Farmsteads*
Mapledurham Neolithic to Late Bronze Age
Mesolithic and 
Early Neolithic




Early Neolithic to 
Late Bronze Age 
Mesolithic and 
Early Neolithic
Rotherfield Greys Round Barrow
Late Neolithic/
Early Bronze Age and 
Middle-Late Bronze Age
* Found during excavation.
Table 9.1. Comparison of areas with and without monuments, where occupation evidence was recorded from 
the fieldwalking survey results. (Fieldwalking surveys from the study area are shaded grey in the table).
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Other surveys were initiated as investigative fieldwalking surveys to assess the archaeological 
potential of an area in relation to any future planning decisions. The majority of these surveys 
provided evidence of either transient occupation or permanent settlement from the lithic 
distribution, which in many cases was confirmed by trial trenching or excavation. An exception to 
this was at both Horton and Rowden, where only a few Early Neolithic flints were recovered from 
the fieldwalking survey, while the Early Neolithic settlement was masked by alluvium at Horton, 
and a later feature at Rowden, and only discovered during excavation.
When comparing the different surveys it can be said that at sites with existing monuments the 
lithic evidence has shown some occupation in the area, which appears to be contemporary with 
the time the monument would have been in use. This suggests that the monuments may not have 
been exclusively set aside for ceremonial purposes, but that people were gathering for periods of 
time and engaging in activities there. The lithics were either casually discarded where they were 
camping, or deposited in specific places when they left. If the gatherings were occurring at regular 
intervals the amount of discarded lithics would gradually build up over time, and appear as broad 
scatters in the modern ploughsoil, which was apparent in the fieldwalking surveys. 
Prior to construction of the main causewayed enclosure at Hambledon Hill (c. 3690-3620 cal BC) 
the hilltop was open grassland, possibly cleared during the Mesolithic when a post-like feature was 
erected on the Hanford spur, a fragment of charcoal from the post-socket was radiocarbon dated 
to 8160–7590 cal BC (OxA-7816, 8725±55 BP) (Mercer and Healey 2008, 43). The smaller Stepleton 
causewayed enclosure was constructed at a later date. Activity at the enclosures declined rapidly 
in the late 4th Millennium, having been in use for around 300-400 years, which coincided with a 
shift in focus to Cranborne Chase where the Dorset Cursus – along with other late 4th and early 
3rd Millennium monuments were in use, and at Knowlton where the henge monuments were 
being constructed, suggesting a possible change in ideology (Mercer and Healey 2008, 768). 
Re-use of the hill occurred during the Early Bronze age (c. 2500–1700 cal BC) when barrows were 
constructed and some of the ditches were re-cut and Beaker pottery deposited in them. The 
densest concentrations of Beaker settlement were on the Shroton spur and the Stepleton spur, 
demonstrating the significance still placed on the location more than a thousand years after the 
construction of the Early Neolithic monument. During the Middle to Late Bronze Age field systems 
were placed between the main causewayed enclosure and the Stepleton spur (see page 325) 
showing the eventual disregard of the earlier earthworks (Mercer and Healey 2008, 769-770).
The causewayed enclosure at Maiden Castle was constructed, close to a settlement area 
along the sides of the South Winterborne valley, c.3800 cal BC. The first phase was either a 
single ditch with the later addition of an outer ditch, or initially as a double-ditched enclosure 
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(Sharples 1991, 253). After around 200 years there was a major change in its use, there was a 
re-organisation of the ditches, the outer one was deliberately filled with chalk and the inner 
ditch was filled with charcoal-rich midden layers, which also contained large quantities of finds 
making it comparable to Windmill Hill and Staines causewayed enclosures for the quantity of 
artefacts recovered, including a flint assemblage of over 21,000 pieces (Sharples 1991, 253).
Sharples suggests the material in the inner ditch fill was derived from activities going on inside 
the enclosure, which the flint assemblage indicates were complex, including domestic activities 
(to do with butchery, cooking and hide processing); and core tool production (from the 
presence of several unfinished axes recovered) (Sharples 1991, 254). 
As discussed previously (see page 327), after an initial period of ritual activities the causewayed 
enclosure at Maiden Castle appears to have become integrated into the domestic life of the 
community. In the following years the nearby settlement expanded with the woodland being 
cleared from around the causewayed enclosure and it was incorporated into the agricultural 
landscape (Sharples 1991, 255). The inner ditch was re-cut and many of the causeways 
removed, then by the end of the Neolithic the enclosure was abandoned, the bank barrow was 
constructed and the woodland regenerated. The focus of activity shifted to the southern edge 
of the River Frome and new monuments were constructed, including henges at Maumbury 
Rings and Mount Pleasant and barrows along the Ridgeway were constructed. A final clearance 
of the hilltop occurred at the end of the Early Bronze Age and the hilltop remained as grassland 
(Sharples 1991, 255-357).
The evidence of Middle/Late Bronze Age settlements occurring in the vicinity of the “abandoned” 
Neolithic monuments or Early Bronze Age barrows is a recurrent theme. Where excavations have 
been carried out subsequent to a fieldwalking survey, the presence of Middle/Late Bronze Age 
settlements and field systems have been identified (see previous chapter). Often these have 
respected the earlier monuments by aligning boundaries with them or stopping short of them 
(Barrett et al 1991, 186, Allen 2006, 5), although at Rowdon a quantity of Middle Bronze Age 
debitage was placed over an earlier barrow. 
The results of the fieldwalking surveys at Shiplake concur with the regional studies, with 
settlement spanning the Late Neolithic – Early Bronze Age across the whole terrace. In the fields 
adjacent to Shiplake Court Farm the lithic evidence indicates settlement across the terrace, above 
the river, in the Middle and Late Bronze Age. Therefore, the results from the research in the 
study area have shown that prehistoric settlement along the Middle Thames was both widely 
spread and common throughout the landscape. At Shiplake the confirmation of a causewayed 
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enclosure, possibly linking the Neolithic cursus and other features at Sonning to the site, brings 
correlations with other landscapes containing groups of monuments and later settlements.
At Mapledurham, where there are no known monuments, the lithic archive also suggests a 
settlement from the Late Neolithic through to the Late Bronze Age. This raises the question as to 
whether Mapledurham is an example of an isolated settlement, between areas with monuments 
(Shiplake 16 Kilometres to the east and Gatehampton 13 Kilometres to the west). Or does it 
suggest there is possibly an unidentified monument in the vicinity, in which case there is an 
opportunity for further research at this location. There are two areas that may be of interest 
for future investigation, the first is on the Black Park Terrace to the west of Field 5 (see Fig. 8.2), 
although this area is part scrub and part woodland thereby precluding fieldwalking. The second 
would be on the floodplain itself. Here there is a raised area of the Langley Silt Member (see Fig. 
8.2) near to the mouth of the dry valley, which could have archaeological potential and, as it is 
currently under cultivation, may be suitable for a fieldwalking survey. To mitigate the possibility 
that any prehistoric surfaces may have been buried by floodplain alluvium, an auger survey, prior 
to fieldwalking, may be beneficial to establish the depth of depositional material.
At Rotherfield Greys the evidence of prehistoric activity at Greys Court, Barrow Field and Row 
Croft shows the higher terraces were also being used. Whilst the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze 
Age barrow in Barrow Field provided a focus for the initial investigation, the results of the 
fieldwalking survey in Row Croft showed the expansion of settlement to higher elevations, 
and onto Clay-with-flints, in the Middle to Late Bronze Age. A correlation is seen here with the 
results from North Stoke fieldwalking, where, adjacent to an earlier monument, Bronze Age 
flint made up over a third of the scatters on the hilltop (see page 108). 
At Greys Court, while the site has been occupied since the medieval manor was built, no 
prior evidence of prehistoric activity has been recorded. Therefore the cluster of worked 
flint recovered from the fieldwalking survey at Spire Field is either a fortuitous find, or 
demonstrates that during the Bronze Age people were widely dispersed across the landscape. 
The Lower Kennet Valley, East Berkshire and East Hampshire fieldwalking studies previously 
discussed in Chapter 8 also showed a wide lithic distribution, with clustered sites across the 
landscape. This in my view strengthens the argument that people, especially in the Middle 
Bronze Age, were widely dispersed across the area, not necessarily in permanent settlements 
beside the river but in temporary camps. Although the more elevated sites may have been 
used mainly for seasonal occupation, with people gathering in settlements nearer the river 
during the winter, suggesting a transhumance lifestyle. 
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3.4 Final reflection 
The final sub-aim of this research was to consider the contribution it has made to the study 
of prehistoric activity in this part of the Middle Thames Valley, which as demonstrated by the 
results of the fieldwork, and the analysis of museum archives, has been achieved. 
In this context I believe my research highlights the positive role of fieldwalking surveys, as a 
way of assessing the prehistoric archaeological potential of an area, where little or no prior 
investigation has been carried out. Since the main resource required for fieldwalking surveys 
is people, collaborating with local archaeological groups or societies is a practical way to find 
volunteers, as well as engaging local communities in finding out more about their area. While, 
from my experience, I would say there are some caveats to be aware of, regarding timescales 
due to the availability of fields and crop rotation, along with collector variability (see page 159), 
there are solutions to these issues through planning and training. 
However, as mentioned previously see page 27, the focus of the project did alter from the 
original aims following the success of the fieldwalking survey at Spanhill Copse in identifying 
the presence of an archaeological feature. Although one of the aims had been to reassess 
the possibility of a causewayed enclosure at the site its discovery, through the fieldwalking 
and geophysics, resulted in a more thorough examination of the surrounding fields through 
systematic fieldwalking to establish the extent of lithic distribution on the terrace. 
The confirmation of a causewayed enclosure at Eye and Dunsden is a significant contribution 
to the study of this group of monuments in the Thames Valley, which was highlighted by 
Whittle et al (2011, 918) as an area in need of further research, as there are some unanswered 
questions regarding enclosures here. And, while the current fieldwork has been unable to 
provide secure dating, the form and character has been established through the magnetometry 
survey. Further work will be needed here to obtain dating material in order to answer the 
question regarding the date of the enclosure.
Finally, I consider this study, along with the evidence from the other local and regional 
fieldwalking surveys, demonstrates that many people were moving around these landscapes, 
during the Mesolithic through to the Bronze Age periods. Whilst monuments, by their physical 
presence in the landscape, were a focus for antiquarians and archaeologists in the past, these 
were the gathering places, whilst the settlements, often nearby, have only in recent years been 
looked for and investigated. Systematic fieldwalking has proven to be a useful survey method to 
adopt for locating potential areas, and, where flint scatters are recorded, for further investigation 
by geophysics and subsequent trial trenching, where possible. Whilst fieldwalking has its obvious 
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drawbacks – it needs to be done on ploughed fields, which means with modern farming practices 
there are short ‘windows of opportunity’, and preferably in good weather and ground conditions. 
Nonetheless, in areas where there are increasing levels of development it is an effective way of 
ensuring potential archaeological sites are not destroyed before they can be recorded. 
This research project has demonstrated how a study of lithics can reveal the extent of 
archaeological potential in the survey area, it has revealed prehistoric settlement areas and 
confirmed the existence of an Early Neolithic monument, which when considered alongside 
the monuments across the river at Sonning, suggests a significant, ceremonial complex in 
the landscape here where the rivers Thames and Loddon converge. In this respect I therefore 
believe this research project has enriched our prehistoric knowledge of the area and can be 
considered to have been successful in all its aims.
Future research 
This research has highlighted the scope for further research within the study area (Fig. 9.5), 
particularly as discussed above at Spanhill Copse, where the lithic evidence and geophysical 
survey indicates a probable causewayed enclosure. One suggestion for taking the research 
forward here would be to undertake another fieldwalking survey at a finer resolution, e.g. a ten 
metre grid, to try and establish individual clusters of lithic material within what is currently 
visible as a broad scatter. Due to time constraints the magnetometry survey carried out for this 
research was focussed on the cropmark area, this should be extended so that the whole field 
can be surveyed, also a resistivity, and/or a ground penetrating radar survey over the area of the 
cropmark would provide additional information regarding the position of the ditches and pit-like 
Fig. 9.5. Map showing the location of the study area and other sites discussed in this thesis.










features. Once all non-invasive fieldwork has been carried out and analysed some trial trenches 
can be placed over key areas with the aim of obtaining conclusive evidence that the feature is a 
causewayed enclosure, including dating evidence and environmental samples. 
Another area to highlight for further research is beside the river at Shiplake Lock. Since the 
floodplain at Sonning Eye is currently being exploited for sand and gravel extraction, with 
further applications being submitted to Oxfordshire County Council for expansion towards 
Shiplake Lock, the floodplain and adjacent fields are areas in need of further research. A key 
area that would benefit from investigation are the fields north of the lock, where the river 
curves around the raised ground of the Taplow Gravel Terrace on the north bank, surrounding 
it by water on three sides. Although a magnetometry survey made by Headland Archaeology as 
part of the current quarry extension further upstream at Sonning Eye suggests the floodplain 
area was waterlogged during later prehistory (Newboult and McNicoll-Norbury 2011), this 
area, while subject to flooding today, is above the Shepperton Terrace and may not have been 
subjected to flooding in the Neolithic period. Therefore, the potential for Neolithic activity, 
which may be covered by a thick layer of floodplain alluvium, should be considered as a 
possibility. This especially in light of the discovery of buried Neolithic archaeology, including 
causewayed enclosures, at other sites along the River Thames, such as Dorney, Eton, Datchet, 
Horton, South Mersham and in the Upper Thames Valley at Yarnton.
The floodplain at Mapledurham, immediately below Field 5, in the 1997 survey, on the Black 
Park Terrace is another area that could benefit from future research, since this area is less 
prone to flooding, being at a slightly higher elevation. A programme of fieldwalking surveys on 
the arable fields may be suggested for an initial investigation to gauge the potential of the area 
for prehistoric activity.
Looking further ahead, in recent years there has been a call for a third crossing of the River 
Thames in the Reading area to alleviate congestion and improve air quality in Reading. The 
proposed site for a new bridge is between Thames Valley Business Park and Play Hatch, which 
is 2.5km west of Spanhill Copse. Should the scheme go ahead then in all probability further 
expansion of Reading into this rural area would occur eastwards, along the Boyn Gravel 
Terrace in the direction of Henley-on-Thames. In which case an awareness of the potential 
for prehistoric archaeology here needs to be at the forefront, prior to any planning consent. 
This research has demonstrated that there is a huge potential for prehistoric settlement and 
occupation in the area around Shiplake, and so has contributed to the current record, which I 
hope will be taken into account, and illustrates the scope for more work to be done here.
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Sites and Monument & Historic Environment Records
Information listed on the Sites and Monuments Records and Historic Environment Records.
Locations of struck flint as recorded in the Historic Environment Record (HER) and the National 
Monuments Record (NMR), in and around the study area. This table contains information 
compiled from the Sites and Monuments Records of South Oxfordshire and Berkshire, along 
with English Heritage’s Pastscape database of the Historic Environment Records. 
This information should not be regarded as a comprehensive synthesis of all the archaeological 
potential of the study area since the information within the source records is compiled from a 
number of sources, little of which has been the result of specific detailed archaeological survey.
Sites within the study area
Ref. Number Location Grid Ref. Discovery  Lithic details
NMR SU78 NW16 Bix SU 720 890 Find Mesolithic implement, adze
NMR SU77 SW181 Caversham SU 710 730 Find Palaeolithic levallois flake
NMR SU67 NE74 Caversham SU 698 764 Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU77 NW34 Caversham SU 701 766 Gravel Pit  Lower Palaeolithic implements. 
70 handaxes, 1 roughout, 10 retouched 
flakes from pit at Farthingworth Green 
NMR SU77 NW47 Caversham SU 709 763 Find Acheulian handaxe
NMR SU77 SW169 Caversham SU 708 748 Find Tip of Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU77 NW80 Caversham SU 709 752 Find  3 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NW82 Caversham SU 702 754 Building Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU77 NW76 Caversham SU 70691 75601 Find  Lower Palaeolithic implements: 
7 handaxes, 1 core and 1 retouched flake 
NMR SU77 NW68 Caversham SU 716 755 Drainage  Lower Palaeolithic implements: 
 Hemden Bottom  trench  sub-cordate handaxe, pointed handaxe, 
levallois flake and other flakes/chippings
NMR SU77 NW79 Caversham SU 710 750 Find 2 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NW30 Caversham SU 7036 7622 Find 2 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NW7 Caversham SU 707 753 Gravel Pit Palaeolithic site: 250 handaxes, 
 Toots Farm Pit    7 roughouts, 2 retouched flakes, 
16 flakes including 1 levallois flake
NMR SU77 NW77 Caversham SU 705 757 Drainage work 6 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NW75 Caversham SU 707 754 Drainage  21 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes and 
   work 1 flake
NMR SU77 NW73 Caversham SU 705 751 Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU77 NW23 Caversham SU 706 761 Gravel Pit Palaeolithic implements:
 Kidmore Road Pit/   121 handaxes, 1 roughout, 1 core, 
 Smith’s Pit   16 retouched flakes and 29 flakes
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NMR SU77 NW70 Caversham SU 706 762 Gravel Pit 5 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes, 6 flakes
NMR SU77 NW71 Caversham SU 706 763 Gravel Pit 2 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NW72 Caversham SU 706 759 Drainage work 4 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU67 NE12 Caversham SU 6981 7659 Find Lower Palaeollithic handaxe
NMR SU77 NW74 Caversham SU 707 756 Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU67 NE80 Caversham SU 690 750 Find Lower Palaeolithic implements:
    13 handaxes, 1 roughout and 1 flake
NMR SU77 NW78 Caversham SU 799 759 Road works 4 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU67 NE65 Caversham SU 699 762 Find Lower Palaeolithic levallois flake
NMR SU77 NW20 Lower Caversham SU 725 752 Gravel Pit  Palaeolithic implements associated with 
the remains of a mammoth tusk 
NMR SU77 NW28 Lower Caversham SU 724 752 Gravel Pit 5 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes, 1 scraper
 Henley Road Pit   1 retouched flake, possible knife
NMR SU77 SW106 Caversham SU 701 750 Find Mesolithic tranchet axe
NMR SU67 NE81 Caversham SU 6980 7547 Find  Neolithic flint hammerstone, several 
rough flakes and 2 unfinished knife or 
sickle blades
NMR SU77 NW26 Caversham SU 7200 7556 Find  Neolithic bifacially flaked knife and 
several flakes
NMR SU77 NW15 Caversham SU 710 750 Gravel Pit Flint flake found with Bronze Age pin
NMR SU77 NW22 Caversham SU 7075 7631 Finds Flint implements and pot boilers
NMR SU77 NW15 Caversham SU 710 750 Find Bronze Age flakes
NMR SU77 NW22 Caversham SU 7075 7631 Find  Flint implements and pot boilers
NMR SU68 SE23 Checkendon SU 677 830 Find  Palaeolithic core, possibly levallois
NMR SU68 SE12 Checkendon SU 680 830 Find Mesolithic axe
NMR SU68 SE21 Checkendon SU 6603 8378 Find  Neolithic ground axe (butt end) and 
double-ridged flake
NMR SU68 SE5 Checkendon, Wyfold SU 68   81 Find Neolithic flint axe
NMR SU 67 NW 33 Goring (Gatehamton) SU 6036 7974 Excavation  Mesolithic, Neolithic and Bronze Age 
flint implements
NMR SU 68 SW 16 Goring (River Thames) SU 600 820 Find Neolithic ground flint axe from Thames
NMR SU78 NE4 Hambleden SU 757 887 Find Mesolithic flint working site 
NMR SU78 NE13 Hambledon SU 780 860 Find Mesolithic cores and tools
PRN 2182 Harpsden SU 7413 8132 Gravel pit Prolific Palaeolithic site. 250 handaxes, 
NMR SU78 SW6 Highlands Farm    10 roughouts, 250 cores, 3000 flake or 
retouched flakes
NMR SU77 NE100  Harpsden SU 761 798 Surface Find 2 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU78 SW35 Harpsden SU 749 812 Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU78 SE67 Henley-on-Thames SU 760 820 Find Two Mesolithic handaxes in the Thames
NMR SU78 SE65 Henley-on-Thames SU 760 820 Find  Barbed and tanged arrowhead
NMR SU78 SE26 Henley-on-Thames SU 7590 8232 Road works  Neolithic flint axe in mint condition found 
in Grey’s Road at depth of 2 feet
NMR SU67 NE7 Kidmore End SU 690 790 Find  Palaeolithic implement, heavy Mesolithic 
tool and Neolithic axe
NMR SU68 SE24 Kidmore End SU 695 802 Surface Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NW49 Kidmore End, SU 700 776 House Lower Palaeolithic cordate handaxe and 
 Tokers Green  Construction primary rolled flake
NMR SU68 SE5 Kidmore End SU 680 810 Find Neolithic flint axe found at Wyfold
PRN 16097 Mapledurham SU 6915 7625 Test Pits  Mesolithic/Early Neolithic cluster
 Middle to Late Bronze Age cluster
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PRN 15579 Mapledurham SU 6984 7725 Fieldwalk  Late Neolithic to Bronze Age scatter
PRN 15580  Mapledurham SU 6986 7680 Fieldwalk  Late Neolithic to Bronze Age scatter
NMR SU67 NE22 Mapledurham Lock SU 6674 7685 Dredging  Neolithic ground flint axe, socketed axe, 
pick, hammerstone, and leaf shaped 
arrowheads  
PRN 2066 Nettlebed Common SU 7009 8711 Excavation Mesolithic flint working floor (Peake 1913) 
NMR SU68 NE11    Lithic scatter: 66 cores, 7 core trimming
NMR SU78 NW4     flakes, 129 long flakes, 48 other flakes, 3 
microliths, 1 graver and scrapers
PRN D453 Nettlebed Windmill SU 703 872 Excavation Mesolithic assemblage, working site
PRN D454 Nettlebed Reservoir SU 7027 8722 Excavation Mesolithic flint working site 
NMR SU78 NW36 Nettlebed SU 703 867 Find Mesolithic pic
NMR SU78 NW37 Nettlebed SU 700 874 Find Mesolithic core and 3 scrapers
NMR SU78 NW9 Nettlebed SU 700 870 Find Neolithic flint axes
NMR SU68 NE23 Nettlebed SU 685 880 Find  Neolithic hammerstone
NMR SU77 NW18 Play Hatch SU 7427 7604 Find 2 Lower Palaeolithic ovate handaxes
Berks SMR 13150 Eye & Dunsden 
NMR SU77 NW61 Play Hatch SU 740 764 Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe found on 
 Eye & Dunsden   edge of a chalk quarry
Berks SMR 13151 Play Hatch SU 7457 76160 Find  Palaeolithic handaxe
Berks SMR 12108 Play Hatch SU 7364 7533 Find Palaeolithic flint implements
Berks SMR 2184 Play Hatch SU 7402 7632 Find Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU77 SW116 Reading SU 730 740 Find Several small flints 
 (Redlands Gravel Pit)   Flint flake and Clactonian core 
    Mesolithic pick
NMR SU67 SE85 Reading SU 697 730 Find Mesolithic blades/flakes
NMR SU77 SW107 Reading SU 730 740 Find Mesolithic pick and tranchet axe
NMR SU77 SW112 Reading SU 705 711 Find Mesolithic tranchet axe
NMR SU77 SW17 Reading SU 7358 7340 Find Mesolithic Thames pick
NMR SU77 SW113 Reading SU 7194 7025 Find  Mesolithic flake
NMR SU77 SW80 Reading SU 7230 7247 Find Mesolithic core-graver and a blade core
Berks SMR 991    tranchet axe, pick
Berks SMR 996 Reading SU 7290 7400 – Mesolithic tranchet axe
Berks SMR Reading SU 7310 7390 – 7 Mesolithic tranchet axes, 1 pick
Berks SMR Reading SU 7340 7394 – Mesolithic tranchet axe and core
NMR SU77 SW11 Reading SU 710 710 Finds  Miscellaneous artefacts from the River 
Kennet, either in Reading Museum or the 
British Museum
NMR SU67 SE25 Reading SU 685 742 Find Neolithic polished flint axe
NMR SU67 SE27 Reading SU 678 746 Find Partly polished Neolithic flint axe.
NMR SU77 SW42 Reading SU 7217 7419 Trench   Two Neolithic flint axes, one polished 
found with remains of oak logs
NMR SU67 NE66 Reading SU 690 750 Find Neolithic flint knife
NMR SU77 SW8 Reading SU 7029 7270 Find Neolithic ground flint axe
NMR SU77 SW9 Reading SU 7143 7215 FInd  Neolithic ground flint axe 
NMR SU67 SE16 Reading SU 6823 7177 Find Half a Neolithic polished flint axe 
NMR SU67 SE63 Reading SU 6987 7304 Find  Neolithic ground stone axe of weathered 
igneous rock
NMR SU67 SE60 Reading SU 6849 7225 Find  Neolithic flint punch
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Ref. Number Location Grid Ref. Discovery  Lithic details
Berks SMR 2021 Reading SU 7170 7410 –  2 Neolithic polished flint axes, 4 stone 
axes, flint axe, stone shaft hole tool
NMR SU77 SW45 Reading SU 710 730 Find Barbed and tanged arrowhead
NMR SU77 SW48 Thames at Reading SU 710 730 Find Bronze Age flint implements
NMR SU78 SW10 Rotherfield Peppard SU 71   81 FInd Palaeolithic implement
NMR SU68 SE26 Rotherfield Peppard SU 693 820 Find Lower Palaeolithic ovate handaxe
 Kingwood Common
NMR SU78 SW33 Rotherfield Peppard SU 705 815 Excavation 2 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes (Peake)
 Peppard Common   found under c. 0.5m hill wash on chalk
NMR SU78 SW70 Rotherfield Peppard SU 7100 8143 Excavation Flint mine (Peake 1912)
 Peppard Common
NMR SU78 SW9 Rotherfield Peppard SU 710 810 Find Polished Neolithic axe
NMR SU78 NW6 Russell’s Water, Pishill SU 709 895 Find  Mesolithic flints including microlithic 
cores found by Mr & Mrs Cake
PRN 16820 Sonning Common SU 7452 7633 Evaluation  Mesolithic – Bronze Age
NMR SU77 NW52 Sonning Common SU 716 790  Gravel Pit Palaeolithic implements. 91 handaxes, 
 Kennylands / Tar Pit   1 core and 4 retouched flakes
NMR SU78 SW32 Sonning Common SU 710 805 Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU77 NW37 Sonning Common SU 715 791 Find  Lower Palaeolithic handaxe 
Berks SMR 8098 Shiplake (Mill Lane) SU 7700 7880 Gravel Pit Palaeolithic implements including: 
NMR SU77 NE51 Shiplake House Farm Pit    49 hand axes, 1 retouched flake and 
18 flakes
Berks SMR 2051 Shiplake (Mill Lane)  SU 7697 7872 Find Palaeolithic flint implements
NMR SU77 NE95 Shiplake SU 764 783 Gravel Pit 6 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes: 
 Nr. Plowden Arms   4 pointed, 1 sub-cordate and 1 ovate
NMR SU77 NE103 Shiplake SU 76   78 Find 8 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes, 1 flake
NMR SU77 NE102 Shiplake SU 756 789 Brickearth Pit Lower Palaeolithic flake
 Brickyard, Kiln Lane
NMR SU78 SW36 Shiplake SU 730 800 Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
 Crowsley Park
NMR SU77 NE94 Shiplake Row SU 7552 785 Surface Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU77 NE22 Shiplake SU 760 780 FInd  2 Mesolithic “heavy” flint tools
NMR SU77 NE92 Shiplake Lock SU 776 787 Find Mesolithic axe 
NMR SU77 NE 101 Shiplake  SU 770 787 River Thames Mesolithic tranchet axe
NMR SU77 NE68 Shiplake Lock SU 776 787 Find Neolithic flint axe with ground edge
PRN 15444 Whitchurch-on-Thames SU 6496 7791 Fieldwalk  Scatter including Mesolithic core
PRN 15550 Whitchurch-on-Thames SU 6365 7800 Fieldwalk  Late Neolithic/Bronze Age scatter
NMR SU68 SW19 Woodcote SU 644 814 Surface find Lower Palaeolithic sub-cordate handaxe
NMR SU 68 SW 7 Woodcote SU 640 820 Find  Mesolithic flint scrapers and cores, 
microlith core and Neolithic celt
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Sites adjacent to the study area
Ref. Number Location Grid Ref. Discovery  Lithic details
NMR SU78 NE17 Fawley SU 759 851 Pipeline Neolithic polished flint axe
NMR SU67 NW11 Pangbourne SU 630 760 Finds Flint implements 
NMR SU67 NW18 Pangbourne SU 627 761 Surface finds 3 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes, 
    1 pointed, 1 ovate and 1 sub-cordate
NMR SU67 NW10 Pangbourne SU 6345 7680 Find by river Mesolithic type flint flake 
NMR SU67 NW37 Pangbourne SU 635 765 Finds Mesolithic pick and tranchet axe
NMR SU67 NW5 Pangbourne SU 6358 7634 Find Neolithic leaf-shaped arrowhead
NMR SU67 NW11 Pangbourne SU 63   76 Finds  Neolithic quartzite axe, 4 flint flakes 
and scrapers
Berks SMR 1597 Purley on Thames SU 6686 7590 – 12 Mesolithic tranchet axes, flint blades
NMR SU78 SE23 Remenham SU 7733 8414 Gravel Pit Palaeolithic implements including over 
   Excavation  1000 flakes and cores with levalloisian 
   J. Wymer affinities found in solution hollows. 
   1962  2 Palaeolithic handaxes and 6 flakes 
found from bedded gravel.
NMR SU78 SE53 Remenham SU 7819 8380 Excavation Neolithic flints in a pit
NMR SU78 SE70 Remenham SU 770 830 Find Polished Neolithic axe
NMR SU 78 SE54 Remenham SU 771 845 Fieldwalk  Late Neolithic and Bronze Age flint scatter
NMR SU 87 NW 37 Rushcombe SU 80 76 Find Mesolithic flint scatter
NMR SU77 NE32 Sonning SU 7508 7511 Finds 19 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NE76 Sonning SU 7640 7560 Surface Finds 3 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes, 
 Straighthanger Field  Fieldwalking a roughout and 2 flakes
NMR SU77 NE61 Sonning SU 7660 7530 Pit 15 Palaeolithic handaxes, 2 retouched 
 Charvil Hill Pit    flakes, 1 flake, 1 levallois core and 
2 cleavers
NMR SU77 NE62 Sonning SU 770 751 Golf Course  Lower Palaeolithic ficron handaxe and 
NMR SU77 SE19  SU 76   74 construction levallois flake blade
NMR SU77 SE44 Sonning SU 770 740 Railway works Palaeolithic implements: 13 handaxes, 
 Railway Cutting    3 retouched flakes, 3 flakes, 5 levallois 
flakes
NMR SU77 SE9 Sonning/Woodley SU 7542 7401 Gravel Pit Lower Palaeolithic implements:
 Sonning Bridge Pit   17 ovate handaxes, 5 flakes
NMR SU77 SE17 Sonning Halt SU 7619 7483 Find  Lower Palaeolithic Acheulian ovate 
handaxe
Berks SMR Sonning SU 7500 7500 Finds 8 Mesolithic tranchet axes
NMR SU77 NE43   
Berks SMR Sonning SU 7574 7619 – Mesolithic pebble macehead
Berks SMR Sonning SU 7580 7600 – Neolithic polished flint axe, flint axe
NMR SU77 NE69 Sonning  SU 750 750 From river  2 Neolithic flint axes, 1 ground and partly 
polished with polished edge, 1 butt end 
of flaked flint axe
NMR SU77 NE31 Sonning SU 7574 7619 Dredging  Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age 
macehead
NMR SU67 SE86 Southcote SU 693 713 Find Four Mesolithic tranchet axes
NMR SU67 SW70 Sulham SU 6486 7461 Gravel pit  Late Bronze Age urnfield, 
with flint flakes
NMR SU67 SE96 Tilehurst SU 663 763   Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU67 SE66 Tilehurst SU 674 741 Find Lower Palaeolithic handaxe
NMR SU67 SE103 Tilehurst SU 660 720 Find Lower Palaeolithic flake
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Ref. Number Location Grid Ref. Discovery  Lithic details
NMR SU67 NE28 Tilehurst SU 672 752 Pit  Palaeolithic site at Roebuck Pit (1910)
100 handaxes, 8 roughouts, 1 core and 2 
retouched flakes. 
NMR SU67 SE82 Tilehurst (Thames) SU 660 740 Find  Mesolithic blades and flakes found 
in the Thames
NMR SU67 SE59 Tilehurst SU 6632 7400 Find Mesolithic punch and adze
NMR SU67 SE53 TIlehurst SU 6634 7364 Find  3 Mesolithic flakes, 1 microlith 
plus other worked flints
NMR SU67 NE69 Tilehurst SU 695 750 Find Mesolithic axe
NMR SU67 SE35 Tilehurst SU 667 720 Find Two Mesolithic tranchet axes
NMR SU67 NE60 Tilehurst (Thames) SU 670 755 Dredging  30 tranchet axes and other assorted 
Mesolithic finds from the River Thames
Berks SMR 1720 Tilehurst SU 6830 7470 – Mesolithic blade core 
Berks SMR Tilehurst SU 6790 7500 – 24 Tranchet axes
NMR SU67 SE38 Tilehurst SU 683 739 Find  Neolithic polished flint axehead
 
NMR SU67 SE64 Tilehurst SU 656 735 Find Neolithic ground flint axe
NMR SU67 SE83 Tilehurst SU 650 720 Find 6 Neolithic polished axes
NMR SU67 NE36 Tilehurst (Thames) SU 670 650 Dredging 7 Neolithic axes found in the Thames
NMR SU77 NE63 Twyford SU 792 758 Railway 2 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes and 
 Nr. Railway Station  cutting a primary flake 
NMR SU77 NE35 Twyford, Prior’s Pit SU 7947 7551 Gravel Pit Palaeolithic implements and a handaxe
NMR SU77 NE113 Twyford SU 790 760 –  Lower Palaeolithic implements including 
5 handaxes, 2 retouched flakes and 
4 flakes
NMR SU77 NE110 Twyford SU 789 763 Gravel Pit Palaeolithic implements found 
 Captain Coleridge’s Pit
NMR SU77 NE111 Twyford SU 789 764 Gravel Pit 7 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes, 
 Hermitage Pit   1 retouched flake and 1 flake
NMR SU77 NE108 Twyford SU 791 762 Find 4 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NE114 Twyford SU 795 755 Find 2 Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
NMR SU77 NE112 Twyford SU 789 776 Gravel Pit Lower Palaeolithic handaxes
 Winter’s Pit
NMR SU77 NE34 Twyford SU 780 760 Find Neolithic polished axe
NMR SU77 NE10 Twyford SU 790 760 Find Neolithic polished flint axe
NMR SU77 NE57 Twyford SU 780 760 Find Neolithic ground flint axe in River Lodden
NMR SU77 NE6 Wargrave SU 780 780 Find Mesolithic tranchet axe
NMR SU 77 NE 45 Wargrave SU 760 780 River Thames Neolithic flint pick, a flint chisel, 
 (opp. Shiplake)   and two chipped flint axe-heads
NMR SU77 NE60 Woodley SU 772 761 Find Neolithic flint arrowhead
NMR SU77 SE70 Woodley SU 760 730 Find  Four Neolithic axes (two polished) and  
Two Mesolithic tranchet axes
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Appendix 2: Museum Collections
Photographic record of artefacts from museum collections along with any accession and 
catalogue details
Ashmolean Museum
Photos of the flint artefacts viewed at the Ashmolean Museum, Oxford, with the accession 
catalogue details where available.
Box Number: CDSI-157 – Box 
contains two bags of cores from 




Collection of  Mesolithic cores 




Not many reduced cores, 
probably due to a plentiful 
supply of raw material.
Flints from within the study area:
Nettlebed
Artefacts from Arthur E. Peake’s examination of a sand pit on Nettlebed Common in 1913 (Peake 1915, 71-80). 
Collection purchased by the Ashmolean.
Box Number: CDSI-158 – Box 
contains three bags of cores and 
blades from Nettlebed. 
Two bags with 69 items in each 





Collection of  Mesolithic flakes 




Quality of the flint used varies 
considerably, some with a 
mixture of chert. 
The darker flint is generally of a 
better quality and used for the 
blades.
375 




Collection of  Mesolithic flakes 
of various sizes, mostly small. 
Source:
Nettlebed









Box contains a collection of 
tools including microliths, 














Box contains a collection of 
tools including microliths, 






















Both are flaked and pitted from 
use. The oval one is pitted on 









Pitted from use on one end and 
both sides.























Mesolithic Axe Head. 
Source:





Four Mesolithic flints, appear to 
be borers. 
Source:
Long Mead, Russell’s Water, 
Oxon: 2 marked ‘Chicken run’
1 marked ‘Veg patch, July 18, 
1952’; 1 marked ‘Hedgerow 





8 Mesolithic blade fragments. 
Source:












5 Neolithic to Early Bronze Age 
flint flakes. 
Source:
Long Mead, Russell’s Water,  
marked ‘Lower Badger Field 
1958’.
Flints from within the study area: Russell’s Water







Mesolithic flint blade. 
Source:
Long Mead, Russell’s Water, 




3 Mesolithic flint blades. 
Source:
Long Mead, Russell’s Water, 











7 Mesolithic cores. 
Source:
Russell’s Water.  
2 marked ‘Chicken run, Long 
Mead 1954’





17 Mesolithic flint flakes 
(only 13 in bag). 
Source:
Long Mead, Russell’s Water, 
Oxon: 
6 marked ‘Chicken run’, 1951, 
1953, 1954 and 1955.
5 marked ‘Veg patch’ 1952, 
1955 and 1958.
1 marked ‘Between Long Mead 
and Mary Mead in chicken run 
1956.








Large collection of worked flint 
excavated from undisturbed 
layers of a pit.  
Source:
Peppard Common, Rotherfield 
Peppard, Oxon.
Remarks:
Many of the pices are very 
large and appear very crudely 
worked.
Peake considers the site to 
represent a ‘factory floor’, 
although he had trouble trying 
to date both the site and many 
of the artefacts, he does suggest 
they fit a period around the 
‘latest Palaeolithic age after 
Madeline’ (Peake, 1914, 420). 
Some fragments of pottery were 
also found in association with 
the “implements” and these 
he considers similar to ‘that 
found in the Long Barrow of 
West Kennet, usually assigned 
to the Bronze Age’ (Peake 1914, 
415). He does consider many 
of the forms were Neolithic in 
character. 
Flints from within the study area: Peppard Common, Rotherfield Peppard
Artefacts from Arthur E. Peake’s excavations on Peppard Common in 1912 (Peake 1913, 33-68; 1914, 404-420). 
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Flints from within the study area: Peppard Common, Rotherfield Peppard (continued)





Flint disc, Neolithic to Early 










grey flint, tranchet edge, cross 










Scraper, dark grey flint, small 
bulb, side and end scraper.








Chopper, grey flint with iron 




Neolithinc - Bronze Age





Accession Catalogue entry: 
Description: 
Fabricator, flint with white 
patina. On thick flake, steeply 
retouched along sides and 

















Accession Catalogue entry: 
Description: 
2 endscrapers, [3 items in bag] 






Neolithic - Early Bronze Age
Accession Number: 
1968.915
Accession Catalogue entry: 
Description: 
12 horseshoe scrapers





Neolithic - Early Bronze Age








Chipped Neolithic celt of white flint. 
L.100mm W.40mm
Source:
Between North Stoke and Grim’s Dyke, South 
Oxon
Remarks:
Labelled when sent to museum “North Stoke 
to Grim’s Dyke”, by which is intended an area 
NE of N. Stoke to E of road from N. Stoke to 
Crowmarsh. The individual flints are in many 
cases marked North Stoke (or NS) or Grim’s Dyke 
(or GD). This appears to be no exact criterium, 
as according to Mr. Powell the white examples 
come from the high ground towards the dyke and 
the dark ones nearer N. Stoke. This is the nearest 
village and name therefore convenient.
T. H. Powell Collection
Accession Catalogue entry
Accession Number: 1911.537
Description: Rough Neolithic 
implement of dirty colour flint 
with blue stains; triangular in 
section. L. 115mm W. 40mm
Source: Between North Stoke and 
Grim’s Dyke, South Oxon
Remarks: Powell Collection
Accession Catalogue entry Accession 
Number: 1911.545
Description: 8 flakes of smokey 
brown flint of various lengths, 
some showing fine chipping on 
edges & one with well-rounded 
chisel end.
Source: Between North Stoke and 
Grim’s Dyke, South Oxon
Remarks: Powell Collection
Only 6 in bag.
Accession Catalogue entry Accession 
Number: 1911.548
Description: 5 barbed arrowheads 
of white flint, viz (i) L.16mm; 
(ii) L.22mm; (iii) L.36mm; (iv) 
L.48mm; (v) L.45mm & 1 of 
smokey flint. (N.B. not in bag)
Source: Between North Stoke and 
Grim’s Dyke, South Oxon
Remarks: Powell Collection


















Flint scraper, circular type, 
white. Dimension: diameter 
37mm, thickness 13mm
Source: 
North Stoke, South Oxon
Remarks:
Purchased, Powell Collection




Borer, triangular, white flint, 
one face fairly flat and showing 
traces of original polished 
surface, the other with a tri-
radiate keel. 
L .046 W .043 T .018
Source: 
North Stoke, South Oxon
Remarks:
Marked North Stoke 1895.
Purchased, Powell Collection




Flint scraper, circular type, grey 
flint. 
Dimensions: diameter 48mm, 
thickness 15mm
Source:









North Stoke by Grim’s Dyke, 
South Oxon
Remarks:
























Fabricator, grey flint with white 
patina. Core tool, both ends 
with blunt points, much used, 
Roughly triangular section, used 









14 flint arrowheads: 
2 leaf shaped; 1 triangular; 
1 tanged long triangle; 
2 [drawing] -shaped;












44 horseshoe scrapers, grey flint 
with white patina.
Max .055 x .058 









2 concave scrapers, grey flint 
On flakes.










36 flakes & blades, grey flint, 
mostly rough and irregular. 
Most used. Max .086 x .059 









12 cores, grey flint, 
noduals or discoidal.
Max .060 x .051 x .045












9 flakes & flake blades, variously 
used, grey flint with white 
patina, some little retouch. Min 
.039 x .020 









Scraper, grey flint, horseshoe 










5 cores, grey flint with white 
patina,. Nodular. Largest 
specimen used as chopper.
Max .098 x .57 x .037






Oxfordshire Museums Resource Centre, Standlake.
Flints from within the study area:
Mapledurham 
Photos of the Mapledurham Golf Course archive by Thames Valley Archaeological Services under the direction 




Pack Saddle South – 
11 bags.
Source:
Pack Saddle South, 
Mapledurham Golf Course 
evaluation survey
Remarks:
Some random sample bags 






Pack Horse North – 1 bag





Tokers Green – 2 bags




Bag 2 contained an example of a 






Atwells Copse – 2 bags







Pack Horse South – 1Bag











Pack Rokeby Drive – 2bags




Includes 1 blade flake
Bag 2 





Pack Saddle North – 6 bags
Mapledurham Golf Course 
evaluation survey
(Bags 2 and 5 – not 
photographed but contained 
mixed collection of middle to 
late Bronze Age worked flint)
Remarks: 
Bag 1 – query item labelled 
as ‘core’ as appears to have 
retouched edge and cortex on 
ventral side
Bag 3 – contained one large 
heavily patinated primary flake: 
11cm x 6cm 
(to left of 10cm scale in photo)
Bag 4 – contained knife, Late 
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age
Bag 6 – not photographed but 
contained piercer/borer, which 
is labelled as a scraper, see main 
thesis page 74. 
394 
Oxfordshire Museums Resource Centre, Standlake.
Flints from within the study area:
Mapledurham South flints from 1997 fieldwalking and trial trench evaluations
Accession Number: OXCMS:1998.85
MSGC.97/8








Field 2 – 2 bags








Field 3 – 2 bags.
























Field 5 – 7 bags







Field 5 – 7 bags







Field 5 – 7 bags











































Appendix 3: Flint analysis data sheets
The following pages are presented in PDF format only and are provided as a record of the flint 
analysis data sheets for the artefacts examined for this thesis. 
They relate to the results discussed in:
Chapter 5: Museum Archive from Standlake of both Mapledurham Golf Course surveys
Chapter 7: Fieldwalking surveys at Shiplake and Rotherfield Greys.
OXCMS	1992.38			:			Mapledurham	Fieldwalking	:	Newells	Copse	1991/2








Source material  
Tone/Colour






















Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69580 78000 • 2 Notch 45 27 16 1.66 13.0 1 1 Small M/G
69595 78000 • 3 • >22 13 6 – 1.6 2 0 – L/G
69600 77950 • 2 Piercer / borer x2 31 39 12 0.79 14.6 2 2 Large M>L/G
69610 77980 • 2 Piercer / borer 42 48 12 0.87 25.4 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69630 78020 • 3 Cutting tool 34 15 8 2.26 3.0 2 0 Small L/G
69645 77950 • 3 ?Borer + notch 28 41 10 0.68 10.2 1 0 Large M/B>G
69650 77950 • 3 Piercer 43 27 9 1.59 8.3 1 0 Small M>L/G
69655 77950 • 3 Awl >21 24 6 – 2.5 2 0 – L/B>G
69655 78000 • 3 Hollow scraper + notch >37 36 9 – 20.3 3 0 Small M>L/G
69655 78050 • 3 Piercer 44 23 7 1.91 9.2 2 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69660 78050 • 2 Composite tool: scraper +   notch x3 + awl 39 33 6 1.18 11.6 0 1 Small D>L/G mottled
69665 77990 • 2 Piercer 33 26 7 1.26 5.5 0 2 Small M/B>G
69665 77990 • 2 • 21 25 7 0.84 2.8 0 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69665 78010 • 3 ? Spokeshave 37 36 8 1.02 8.7 1 0 Large M/G
69665 78010 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 40 16 7 2.50 5.0 0 1 Small D>M/B>G
69665 78040 • 2 Piercer 53 49 20 1.08 44.6 2 1 Large M/G
69670 77980 • 3 Notch >35 22 8 – 6.3 3 0 Small ? L/G
69670 78010 • 2 Cutting tool 40 21 8 1.90 6.1 0 2 Diffuse M/G
69670 78010 • 2 Awl 25 28 10 0.89 6.8 0 2 Large D>M/G
69695 78050 • 2 Borer 66 37 16 1.78 33.4 1 2 Large M/G
69700 77370 • 3 Spokeshave 44 33 15 1.33 16.4 1 0 Small M/G
69700 77370 • 2 ? Cutting tool 48 43 16 1.11 29.2 1 2 Large M>L/G
69700 77370 • 1 • >34 24 6 – 5.8 0 3 Large M/B>G
69705 78020 • 2 ? Cutting tool 51 27 10 1.88 14.8 1 1 Small D>M/G
69725 78020 • 2 Cutting tool >38 20 7 – 5.5 1 1 – M>L/G
69725 78020 • 3 Piercer 26 33 10 0.78 7.3 2 0 Large M/B>G
69725 78020 • 2 • 33 26 9 1.26 7.4 1 1 Large M/G
69725 78050 • 2 Scraper 48 >47 12 – 33.7 1 1 Large M/G
69730 76990 • 2 ?Borer + notch 39 26 8 1.50 8.5 0 1 Large M>L/G
69735 78000 • 2 Notch + ?borer/scraper 46 53 15 0.86 33.2 1 1 Large M>L/G







Natural flint with     
edge retouch –         






1 = ≤ 50%




Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




1 of 2 Cortex Plunging BA-LBA Thick flake with retouch along Right Lateral Margin (RLM) may have been a cutting edge, but notch near proximal end has retouch to inside. Partial retouch at distal end.
– Feather Neo-BA Tip of broken flake, no retouch.
Unprepared Retouched BA-LBA Broad flake with point at corner of distal end and Left Lateral Margin (LLM). Retouch around point and below on LLM and along length of distal end. Second broad point on distal end near RLM made by notch either side. Backed along RLM.
Abraded Feather BA Large, broad flake with 5 flake removal scars on dorsal side. Point at corner of RLM and cherty proximal end, retouch around point, along RLM and distal end. Backed on LLM.
Abraded Feather ? Mesolithic Small flake with cutting edge on LLM with use wear damage. RLM has fine retouch from distal end to mid-way along narrower section forming an L-shape as it widens.
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Broad flake with broad borer (10mm) at corner of distal end and LLM, notch and retouch below point on LLM. Deep, semi-circular notch adjacent to point on distal end with abrupt retouch around inner curve. Abrupt retouch along remaining distal end and down RLM. •
Abraded Retouched BA-LBA Very pointed flake. Point (14mm) at distal end with triangular cross section accentuated by a flake removal to LLM. Tip has retouch and use wear damage. Backed along RLM, LLM by abrupt retouch and central ridge on dorsal side has been abraded to facilitate handling. •
– – BA-LBA Medial section of flake. Ventral and dorsal surfaces have blue/white patination, edges and retouched areas have none. Small point on break at distal end made by notch either side and retouch along edge and down RLM.
Flat – EBA-BA Proximal end of broken flake. Abrupt retouch along length of LLM and RLM. Notch on LLM, hollow scraper (15mm) is on RLM both have retouch around inner curve.
Abraded Plunging BA Thick, pointed flake with very fine retouch along LLM on ventral side. Partial retouch on thick RLM leading to point at distal end with triangular cross section and retouch/use wear around point.
Cortex Retouched LN/EBA Rounded, disc shaped flake, very flat and even thickness. Abrupt and semi abrupt retouch around all edges. Short scraper (15mm) at distal end near RLM. Small point at distal end near LLM made by shallow notch either side. 2 notches on LLM of different sizes 10mm between them. Broad shallow notch on RLM. Bilateral retouch on lower RLM. • •
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA Small flake with large point (6mm) on RLM. Backed by bilateral retouch on LLM.
Prepared Feather BA Waste flake
Flat Feather BA-LBA Large removal from LLM on ventral side (30mm) with retouch around inner curve (20mm) forming spokeshave. Abrupt retouch along RLM and distal end.
Flat Plunging BA Rectangular, blade like flake with central dorsal ridge parallel to sides. Retouch along length of RLM, on ventral side at proximal end and on dorsal at proximal end, with invasive retouch along length. LLM has flat edge, but not broken as there are slight ripples along it. Dorsal end is cortical.
Prepared Retouched BA-LBA Broad, thick flake - sub rectangular shape. Small point at distal end made by notch either side with retouch all around. Retouch along RLM on ventral side and LLM dorsal side. Flint has blue hue where patination is starting on ventral and dorsal sides. •
Flat – LN/EBA Small flake. Notch on RLM near distal end and abrupt retouch along edge near proximal end on ventral side. Backed by fine retouch along LLM. Broken on LLM at distal end. 
Flat Hinge BA Long rectangular flake. Cutting edge on RLM with use wear damage. LLM has cortex along length.
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Retouch along length on RLM focussed around small very sharp point near proximal end. LLM has cortex along length.
Retouched Retouched BA Large pointed flake with retouch along length of LLM and focussed around broad point at distal end. Invasive retouch over dorsal side (LLM). Cortex along length of RLM.
Prepared Step BA-LBA Thick flake. Spokeshave on RLM with abrupt retouch along inner curve and use wear evidence. Abrupt retouch along LLM and RLM. Dorsal ridge abraded to facilitate handling.
Unprepared Step BA-LBA Irregular shaped flake. RLM has straight edge possible used for cutting, with partial retouch and use wear damage. LLM and distal end have cortex edges.
Unprepared – BA-LBA Small primary waste flake.
Unprepared Step BA-LBA Possible cutting edge on RLM, use wear damage and partial retouch. Thick LLM has cortex along length
– Step BA Distal end of almost complete flake - only bulb missing. Both RLM and LLM have retouch and use wear, so either could be cutting edge. More damage to LLM. 
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Irregular flake. Point at corner of proximal end and RLM, with deep notch on proximal end. Abrupt retouch around all other edges.
Abraded Step BA-LBA Waste flake
Crushed Hinge BA Broad flake. RLM has 45° break, happened in antiquity as edge has retouch over it. Abrupt and semi abrupt retouch along LLM - possible scraper. Hinge at distal end has some abrasion - possible scraper. Flint has blue hue where patination is starting on ventral and dorsal sides.
Flat Step BA-LBA Retouch along LLM with point at corner of distal end. Retouch along RLM.



















Tool of note – may have drawn
OXCMS	1992.38			:			Mapledurham	Fieldwalking	:	Newells	Copse	1991/2








Source material  
Tone/Colour






















Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69735 78040 • 2 Notch x 2 62 44 9 1.40 32.5 2 1 Large M>L/G
69735 78040 • 2 Scraper 42 19 9 2.21 6.2 0 1 Small M/G
69735 78040 • 2 • 27 32 8 0.84 7.2 1 1 Small M>L/G
69735 78050 • 2 • >30 >25 4 – 3.9 2 1 – M/G
69740 78040 • 3 • >26 >25 5 – 3.3 0 0 – M>L/G
69745 78030 • 2 Borer 49 36 11 1.36 22.0 1 1 Large M/G
69735 78040 • 2 • >29 >36 8 – 9.2 1 1 – M/G
69745 78040 • 2 Scraper 41 32 8 1.28 10.2 3 1 Diffuse M/G
69745 78040 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 32 38 7 0.84 8.7 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69745 78040 • 2 Cutting tool 21 20 5 1.05 2.0 0 1 Large M/G
69750 78010 • 3 • 46 >35 8 – 14.5 1 0 Large M/G
69750 78010 • 2 ?Scraper or Borer >30 31 10 – 12.1 0 1 – M/G
69750 78040 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >44 51 8 – 23.9 3 0 Small M/G
69760 78020 • 3 • – – – – 13.6 1 0 – M/G
69760 78040 • 3 ? Borer 43 34 9 1.26 15.7 0 0 Diffuse M/G
69765 78070 • 3 Piercer 23 23 5 1.00 3.1 0 0 Large M/G
69765 78080 • 2 Cutting tool 32 28 6 1.14 6.8 0 2 Diffuse L/B>G
69765 78080 • 2 Piercer 31 33 9 0.93 9.6 3 1 Large L/B>G
69770 78050 • 2 Cutting tool – serrated edge >50 28 11 – 11.8 0 1 – Mottled
69770 78050 – Chisel 47 21 12 – 13.1 1 0 – L/G
69770 78060 • 2 Side scraper 60 40 14 1.50 42.9 1 1 Large M/G mottled
69880 78000 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges >25 25 7 – 5.9 1 1 – M/G
– –
69785 78060 • 3 Awl >39 32 7 – 9.7 2 0 Large M/G
69795 78090 • 3 • 41 37 7 1.10 10.5 3 0 Large –
69800 77240  Heavy duty borer 65 60 32 – 143.1 1 0 – D>M/B>G
69810 78080 • 2 ? Cutting tool – hafted >67 23 6 – 9.9 1 2 – M/G
69810 78080 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 35 28 7 1.25 7.4 1 2 Large M>L/G
69810 78110 • 3 Piercer 28 34 6 0.82 8.0 1 0 Large M/G
69820 78030 • 2 ?Borer/scraper x2 ?spokeshave 39 38 9 1.02 15.4 0 1 Large M/G
69825 78040 • 2 Piercer / borer 30 44 12 0.68 19.6 2 1 Small M/G
69825 78040 • 3 Piercer 28 37 11 0.75 11.3 3 0 Small –
69840 78050 • 3 • >11 24 5 – 1.0 0 0 Large M/B>G
69840 78050 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >21 21 5 – 1.8 0 0 – M/B>G
69840 78050  –   













1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




1 of 2 Abraded Feather BA-LBA Notch on LLM mid-way with retouch on inner curve. Deep notch on RLM mid-way with retouch along edge of RLM. Retouch along LLM.
Abraded Hinge BA-LBA Semi abrupt retouch along RLM. Backed along LLM.
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA Waste flake
– Feather BA-LBA Waste flake
– – Neo-BA Waste flake - fragment
Unprepared Step BA Borer at corner of distal end and RLM with retouch along distal end. Backed along LLM.
– Step BA Waste flake - fragment
Crushed Retouched BA Retouched around distal end and LLM forming scraping edge. •
Unprepared Hinge BA Partial retouch along LLM.
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Fine retouch along LLM, possible cutting edge.
Unprepared Feather BA-LBA Waste flake - fragment
– Hinge BA-LBA Distal end of broken flake with retouch along LLM leading to blunted point at corner of LLM and distal end. Retouch along broken edge to facilitate handling. Probable scraper
Abraded – Neo-EBA Broad flake of even thickness, heavily patinated and iron stained, broken at distil end in antiquity. Partial retouch along LLM and RLM.
– – Neo-BA Flint fragment with flake scars on all surfaces.
Prepared Retouched Neo-BA Unusual piece of flint, may have been subjected to heat prior to knapping. Broad point at corner of LLM and distal end with end snapped off. • •
Abraded Step BA-LBA Piercer with broken point at corner of distal end and LLM. Retouch around distal end and RLM.
Cortex Feather BA Cutting edge on RLM, retouch and edge use wear. Backed on LLM.
Abraded Feather BA Might be a re-used older flake. Heavily patinated white on either side but retouch areas not patinated. Piercer at corner of distal end and LLM, with notches either side. Retouch along LLM. •
– Hinge BA-LBA Pointed triangular flake. LLM has retouch along entire length forming serrated edge, with use wear damage. Backed along RLM and at proximal end.
– – BA-LBA Bag has "core frag" on it but suggest this is natural fragment with flake removal forming chisel like end. Backed along one long edge by abrupt retouch.
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Large thick flake, scraper on LLM. May have been hafted. Retouch at distal end.
– Feather BA-LBA Distal end of broken flake. Retouch along LLM.
2 of 2 – – – –
Crushed – BA-LBA  Flake broken across distal end. Awl on RLM close to break, made by notch either side. Backed along LLM
Abraded Step Neo-BA Waste flake
– – BA-LBA Large natural flint with odd flake removals on various sides, and heavily abraded. Large broad point on one edge with retouch around.
– Feather Neo-EBA Thin blade flake, appeared to have been hafted (haft 45mm) with break 15mm above haft and fine abrupt retouch on LLM, dorsal side and semi abrupt retouch RLM ventral side on portion of blade not hafted. Cortex on dorsal side extends as far as haft, no cortex on blade fragment. • •
Flat Feather BA Broad protrusion mid-way on LLM with retouch all around suggests borer tool. Backed on RLM.
Prepared Step BA Small point at corner of proximal end and LLM, with retouch all around and along LLM. Partial retouch along RLM. Cortical distal end. 
Prepared Retouched BA-LBA Flake has break at distal end with point at LLM side curving to another point at RLM. Jagged edge has retouch in places so ?Spokeshave. Abrupt retouch along LLM and RLM.
Abraded Feather LN/EBA Point at corner with distal end and LLM with retouch all around and notches either side. Retouch along length LLM and distal end abraded along RLM. 2nd borer point at corner with proximal end and RLM. •
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Small broad flake with point on RLM with notches either side. Dorsal side has invasive retouch, possible a thinning flake. Retouched on all edges. •
Unprepared – BA-LBA Waste flake
– Feather BA-LBA Waste flake

































Source material  
Tone/Colour






















Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69845 78050 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 50 54 9 0.92 28.5 0 1 Large M/G
69845 78050 • 3 Cutting tool – denticulate edge >36 23 12 – 8.8 2 0 – M>L/G
69845 78060 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >25 18 5 – 2.4 1 0 Small M>L/G
69845 78080 • 3 Cutting tool 35 39 8 0.89 12.4 1 0 Small L/G
69845 78080 • 2 Cutting tool >39 29 13 – 13.2 1 2 Large M/G mottled
69850 78040 • 3 Cutting tool 32 32 15 1.00 15.5 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69850 78040 • 3 • 18 27 4 0.66 1.8 2 0 Small L/G
69850 78060 • 2 Scraper 43 33 7 1.30 11.9 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69850 78060 • 2 ?Borer + notch 35 40 13 0.85 16.3 0 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69850 78080 • 2 Cutting tool >44 34 12 – 18.7 0 2 – D>M/B>G
69850 78080 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >24 13 4 – 1.7 3 0 Small L/B>G
69850 78130 • 3 • 41 38 8 1.07 12.3 3 0 Small M/G
69850 78130 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 26 47 12 0.55 19.1 1 2 Small M/B>G
69850 78130 • 1 Awl/piercer 41 45 10 – 19.4 0 3 Large D/G
69850 78140 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >28 42 14 – 20.0 0 0 Small M/G mottled
69855 78060 • 3 Awl/piercer 34 39 13 0.87 16.1 2 0 Large L/G
69855 78070 • 3 Piercer 54 24 11 2.25 11.6 1 0 Small L/G
69855 78080 • 2 Awl + notch 48 35 12 1.37 17.6 0 1 Large M/G mottled
69855 78080 • 3 ? Cutting tool 33 30 7 1.10 5.7 1 0 Large M>L/G
69855 78140 • 2 Scraper and awl 52 47 10 1.10 33.5 1 1 Small M/G
69855 78140 • 2 Cutting tool 38 38 11 1.00 16.0 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69860 78040 • 3 • 28 40 18 0.70 13.2 0 0 Large M/G
69860 78040 • 3 • 30 14 6 2.14 1.6 0 0 Small M/B>G
69860 78140 • 3 Awl 40 31 8 1.29 11.5 2 0 Large M>L/G
69865 78050 • 3 Cutting tool 37 37 13 1.00 14.1 1 0 Large M/G mottled
69870 78110 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges >34 37 12 – 13.8 0 1 – M/G mottled
69880 78050 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges 35 39 10 0.89 16.6 1 0 Small M/G mottled
69880 78060 • 3 Scraper >30 50 12 – 21.3 2 0 Large M/G
69880 78060 • 2 • >28 30 4 – 4.1 1 1 – M/B>G
69880 78090 • 3 Notch 50 24 9 2.08 12.3 3 0 Small –
69880 78100 • 2 Notch + borer 67 35 14 1.91 40.3 2 1 Large M>L/G
69890 78010 • 1 Notch + awl >31 37 10 – 14.3 0 3 Large M/G
69890 78040 • 2 Denticulate edge 47 32 10 1.46 18.2 1 1 Large M/G





Natural flint with     






(gram) 0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%





































Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




Cortex Feather Neo-BA Large, broad, thin flake. Possible piercer as large, broad protrusion on LLM with notch beneath. Possible cutting edge on RLM, fine retouch along edge and partial damage. •
– Feather BA Pointed, snapped distal end of thick blade-like flake. Cutting edge on LLM possible denticulate - as notches either side of small points but damaged. RLM has cortex.
Abraded – BA Proximal end of broken blade flake. Retouch on LLM.
Abraded Feather LN/EBA Notch on distal end near LLM and retouch along LLM. Cutting edge around distal end and around corner with RLM.
Abraded – BA-LBA Cutting edge on LLM with bilateral retouch along edge. RLM has cortical edge. Proximal end appears broken.
Cortex Feather BA Cutting edge on distal end. Retouch around all edges, notch on LLM and RLM probably to facilitate handling.
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
Retouched Hinge BA Retouch along LLM and around proximal end. Scraper on LLM also short scraper on proximal end and it is possible the hinged distal end was also used for scraping.
Flat Step BA-LBA Irregular shaped flake with natural notch at distal end formed by a hole in the nodule, leaving a point at the corner with LLM. Point has retouch all around. Expedient tool.
– Hinge BA-LBA Thick flake with large hinge. Cutting edge on LLM, extensive damage to edge, some fine retouch visible in places. RLM backed by abrasion.
Damaged – Meso-EBA Proximal end of snapped blade flake with triangular cross section. Fine retouch visible in places along LLM and RLM
Flat – Neo-BA Waste flake
Unprepared Step BA-LBA Retouch on RLM, LLM and distal end. No obvious tool, possible scraper or awl.
Cortex – BA-LBA Proximal end of primary flake. Short, sharp point formed on LLM at corner with break with retouch around on LLM and along broken edge.
Abraded – LN/EBA Proximal end of thick flake. Fine, abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch along LLM and RLM. On LLM the retouch appears to form a "scalloped" edge. •
Prepared Feather BA Fine abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch along distal end and abrupt retouch along RLM leading to a 100° angle with focus of retouch around point. LLM has partial retouch. •
Prepared Feather BA Very pointed flake with triangular cross section. Retouch along length of LLM with notch at distal end accentuating point. Retouch along length of RLM, abraded on dorsal ridge. •
Abraded Retouched BA Thin flake. Abrupt retouch along LLM near distal end is focussed on small protrusion with a notch on either side. Retouch along distal end and along RLM. 
Prepared Hinge LN/EBA Flake has invasive retouch over dorsal side. RLM has small notch above mid-way, and fine abrupt retouch along edge. LLM has partial retouch and edge damage. Distal end is pointed and has retouch around end. •
Prepared Step LN/EBA Large, broad flake of even thickness. Thick distal end has abrupt retouch along it making scraping edge. LLM and RLM have retouch along length, RLM has small point near proximal end formed by small notch either side from ventral side.
Flat Feather BA Cutting edge on LLM with use wear along edge. Backed along RLM and at proximal end.
Flat Step BA-LBA Waste flake
Unprepared Feather Neo-BA Waste flake – crested blade
Flat Feather LN/EBA Retouch along LLM. Small very sharp point on LLM near distal end made by notch either side. Backed along RLM.
Abraded Step BA-LBA Wide, shallow notch on LLM near distal end with retouch on inner curve. Cutting edge along length of RLM.
– Step BA-LBA Broken distal end of flake. Probably recent break (plough). LLM has thick edge with retouch on edge and ventral side. Retouch on RLM near break. 
Abraded Step BA-LBA Retouch along length of straight RLM ? Cutting edge. Semi-abrupt and part invasive retouch along part distal end to pointed corner of LLM ? Borer. 
Abraded – BA Broken proximal end of large flake. Retouch along thick edge of LLM forming scraper. Backed along break by abrasion on edges (both ventral and dorsal). Retouch on RLM.
– Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
Flat Feather Neo-EBA Blade flake with triangular cross section and parallel ridge on dorsal side. Retouch along LLM with wide, shallow notch just below mid-way. Backed along RLM. Heavy patination - white.
Abraded Step BA Thick flake with pointed distal end with retouch on LLM side and is cortical at tip on RLM side. Remainder of RLM is retouched. Deep notch mid-RLM with retouch and use-wear evidence to inner curve.
Retouched – BA Proximal end of thick, primary broken flake. Deep notch on RLM close to break with a small pointed awl below made by a small notch either side. Retouch along remaining RLM and around proximal end. Backed on LLM. •

































Source material  
Tone/Colour






















Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69890 78040 •  55 55 22 – 67.5 2 2 – M/G
69890 78060 • 2 End scraper >48 47 15 – 36.6 1 1 – M>L/G
69875 78090 • 2 Piercer 44 25 10 1.76 10.1 1 1 Large D>M/G
69900 78100 • 3 Awl x2 37 27 7 1.37 8.7 2 0 Large M/G
69900 78140 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges 37 28 9 1.32 9.9 2 0 Large M/G
69905 78120 • 2 Cutting tool 72 49 20 1.46 60.0 2 1 Large M/G
69905 78120 • 3 • 27 >22 4 – 2.2 0 0 Small M/G
69905 78120 • 2 Cutting tool 36 16 11 2.25 5.7 1 1 Small M>L/G
69905 78120 • 2 • 32 22 11 1.45 6.7 0 1 Small M/G
69910 78080 • 2 End scraper 45 50 10 0.90 32.3 3 1 Large M/G
69910 78080 • 2 Piercer + notch 36 27 7 1.33 7.4 1 1 Small M/G
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1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores Flakes
Natural flint with     








Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




2 of 2 – – 3 BA-LBA Possible core tool, area with flake removals has secondary retouch giving a sharp edge, possibly used as heavy duty cutting tool.
– Retouched EBA-BA Distal end of large broken flake. Semi-abrupt and invasive retouch over distal end forming scraper. Backed along LLM and broken edge. RLM is cortical. •
Unprepared Retouched BA-LBA Pointed flake, tip has bilateral retouch on LLM. Abrupt retouch along length of LLM. RLM is cortical. Backed by abrasion on dorsal ridge near distal end.
Abraded Hinge BA Flake with 2 small points. LLM has abrupt retouch from proximal end below point and small notch above just below corner with distal end. 2nd point is adjacent to corner with LLM and has a notch either side leaving a small but sharp protrusion. Partially backed along RLM. •
Abraded Retouched BA Flake has blue/white patination over dorsal and ventral sides, retouched areas have no patination. Fine retouch along length of RLM. Abraded along LLM. Distal end has abrupt retouch along edge with partial semi-abrupt retouch. Edge is jagged but unclear as to whether this is by retouch or use wear. •
Abraded Plunging BA Large wedge-shaped flake, retouch and use wear damage along RLM. Backed on RLM, abrasion on dorsal side of edge. Cortical distal end.
Abraded Hinge Neo-BA Waste flake
Unprepared Hinge BA-LBA Wedge-shaped flake with cutting edge on LLM, use-wear and partial retouch. Cortical RLM.
Flat Step BA-LBA Waste flake
Abraded Retouched LN/EBA Broad flake of even thickness with rounded distal end, which has abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch. Small area of cortex at distal end is worn thin by scraping, also flint here has slight shine "polish" again from use as scraper. Backed along LLM and RLM. • •
Flat Feather BA-LBA Notch and point on LLM at proximal end with retouch around inner curve and small notch on proximal end enhancing point.
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Tone/Colour






















Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69275 78010 • 2 Cutting tool and/or notch 43 26 11 1.65 12.0 1 1 Large M/G
69280 78010 • 2 Nose Scraper 37 46 13 0.8 21.9 2 1 Diffuse L/G
69280 78020 • 2 Notch 48 57 17 0.84 43.9 0 1 Large M/G
69285 78000 • 3 ?scraper ?cutting edge 45 44 10 1.02 19.9 3 0 Large L/G
69295 77990 • 3 Cutting tool 34 25 10 1.36 11.5 2 0 Large M>L/G
69295 77990 • 2 Knife (hafted) 53 36 9 1.47 17.8 1 1 Large M>L/G
69305 77970 • 2 Piercer/awl 44 50 12 0.88 34.6 1 1 Large M>L/B>G
69310 77990 • 2 Notch 43 32 12 1.34 15.7 2 1 Small M/G
69320 77980 • 2 ?Cutting edge ?borer 37 36 12 1.02 19.6 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69325 77990 – Concave scraper 41 52 13 – 34.9 1 2 – D>M/G
69355 77960 • 2 Cutting tool 48 53 17 0.9 32.4 1 1 Large M/G
69345 77990 • 2 Notch 36 52 18 0.69 43.8 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69365 78030 • 2 Denticulate edge >38 30 10 1.26 10.2 1 1 – D>M/G
69380 78080 • 2 Piercer/awl 59 39 13 1.51 31.5 2 1 Large M/G
69385 78030 • 2 Cutting tool 52 33 10 1.66 25.0 3 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69390 77700 • 2 Cutting tool 42 31 8 1.35 9.6 1 2 Large M/B>G
69390 77700 • 3 Cutting tool 28 33 8 0.84 6.8 2 0 Large L/G
69390 78010 • 2 Denticulate edge 58 54 9 1.07 31.6 2 1 Large M>L/G
69395 78030 • 3 ?Concave scraper ?piercer 33 29 5 1.13 5.1 2 0 Large L/G
69395 78040 • 2 Cutting tool 53 34 10 1.55 15.6 2 1 Diffuse M>L/B>G
69420 78000 • 1 • 61 44 18 1.38 42.8 0 3 Large M/G
69430 77970 • 3 • 31 >29 5 – 5.3 2 0 Small L/G
69430 78005 • 3 Notch 43 41 12 1.04 21.0 3 0 Diffuse M/G
69435 78020 • 2 Notch 46 31 9 1.48 15.2 1 1 Large M/G
69460 77980 • 2 ?scraper ?cutting edge 82 41 20 2.00 67.7 3 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69475 77990 • 3 Notches (2) 53 44 11 1.20 31.9 2 0 – M/G
Natural flint with     




1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%













Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.





1 of 1 Flat Step BA Edge use wear on Left Lateral Margin (LLM). Shallow notch on Right Lateral Margin (RLM)
Abraded Hinge Neo-BA Retouch along RLM forming nose scraper, with retouch on point, at corner of distal end. Partial retouch on distal end. Retouch on LLM to facilitate handling. •
Flat Hinge BA-LBA Notch at distal end formed by a natural hole in the flint being split. Further retouch on either side.
Unprepared Feather Neo-BA Earlier flake has been reused as secondary retouch has taken off the patination. First used as cutting tool, retouched edge and use wear at distal end. Second use as scraper, retouch from corner of distal end and along part of RLM forming slight concave scraping area (?), further retouch along RLM and LLM at proximal end to facilitate handling.
– Step BA Retouch and use wear along RLM cutting edge. 
Simple Plunging LN/EBA Twisted flake. Knife edge is on LLM and extends 2/3rds length from proximal end. Edge has had a sharpening flake removed along length and subsequent semi abrupt re-sharpening along edge. Extensive retouching on both LLM and RLM at narrow distal end indicate the knife was hafted. • •
Prepared – Neo-BA Disc shaped flake with abrupt retouch along all edges. Extensive bilateral retouch at distal end leaving concave area and small pointed protrusion at junction with RLM.         Bag has scraper written on it, but I disagree. All the retouching seems to be focused on the point and to enable a secure grip to use tool at piercer/awl. • •
Prepared Plunging Neo-BA Notch on LLM at proximal end. Retouch at distal end to facilitate handling.
Abraded Step BA-LBA Semi abrupt retouch along length of LLM. Fine retouch around pointed corner of LLM and distal end. Retouch along distal end.
– – BA-LBA Looks like a knapped flake but is in fact a thermal one. Retouch along one concave edge forming scraper with further retouch around other sides to facilitate handling.
Abraded Feather BA Wedge shaped flake. Cutting edge on RLM and around proximal end as far as strike point. 
Abraded Step BA-LBA Small concave (notch) at corner of LLM and proximal end. Retouch/abraded along distal end.
– Plunging Neo-BA Saw like denticulate edge on RLM, 4 notches with 5 teeth remaining. Backed along LLM.
Abraded Feather LN/EBA Large flake with abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch around all edges, bilateral on RLM. 3 points have been the focus of attention, one mid LLM another RLM near distal end and third wider one at distal end. Bag has scraper on it, but the retouch isn't abrupt enough and the points would interfere with any scraping action. • •
Prepared Hinge Neo-BA RLM has retouch and use wear along entire length. LLM has cortex remaining on entire length. Heavily patinated on 60% of flint.
Prepared Feather BA Cutting edge probably at distal end, and backed along part of RLM, although remaining RLM may be second cutting edge.
Flat Feather Neo-BA Small flake with broad distal end which has had abrupt retouch along entire length to facilitate handling. Cutting edge on LLM, with sharpening retouch and use wear.
Abraded Step LN/EBA Large, even thickness flake. LLM has cortex along it and curves to distal end which has been abruptly retouched and abraded to facilitate handling. RLM has denticulate edge, 3 notches and the remains of 4 teeth evident, possible major use wear damage to edge close to distal end. •
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Small triangular flake with pointed distal end. Abrupt retouch along concave area of LLM towards distal end suggests hollow scraper but might be a backed piercer/awl as small point has been made on lower part of RLM near proximal end. •
Unprepared Feather BA Cutting edge on RLM, retouch and use wear along entire  length. Small area of retouch on LLM at proximal end.
Simple Hinge Neo-BA Large primary flake
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
Unprepared Hinge BA Very cherty piece of flint, heavily patinated and some iron staining. Well made notch on dorsal end. Partial retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
– Step BA Notch on LLM, punched through cortex edge secondary retouch on dorsal side. Retouch on RLM and invasive retouch at proximal end to facilitate handling.
Abraded – ?Early Very large thick flake, possibly Palaeolithic. Abrupt retouch is concentrated around distal end, may have been a scraper but due to damage can't be sure. LLM and RLM have possible use wear cutting damage, again, can't be definite.
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Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69405 77930 • 2 Scraper & notch 58 56 14 1.03 56.3 1 1 Large M/B>G
69335 77790 • 2 Scraper 79 48 14 1.64 68.4 1 2 Diffuse M/G
69340 77810 • 2 Nose Scraper 77 44 18 1.75 51.9 2 1 Large M/G
69505 77800 • 3 • 30 28 6 1.07 5.9 2 0 – L/G
69435 77820 • 3 Side scraper 38 35 5 1.08 9.3 1 0 Small L/G
69435 77820 • 2 Concave scraper 44 46 12 0.95 29.8 0 1 Large M/B>G
69295 77920 • 2 Scraper 40 26 9 1.53 13.8 0 2 Large M>L/G
69355 77830 • 3 Cutting tool >46 31 8 – 13.9 3 0 Diffuse M/G
69300 77900 • 3 Scraper 48 48 16 1.00 42.4 3 0 Large M/B>G
69425 77900 • 2 ?Cutting tool 48 55 12 0.87 34.1 2 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69320 77930 • 3 Piercer/awl 33 23 4 1.43 4.1 1 0 Large L/G
69395 77740 • 3 Scraper 39 32 5 1.21 10 1 0 Large M>L/G
69340 77800 • 3 Cutting tool 31 28 8 1.10 9.3 0 0 Large M/G
69315 77860 • 2 Multi - Scraper/piercer 35 31 5.5 1.12 6.6 0 1 Large M/B>G
69395 77920 • 2 Tool ?Denticulate 51 36 16 1.41 31.6 2 1 Large M/G
69430 77850 • 3 Piercer/borer 54 28 16 1.92 16.1 2 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69335 77850 • 2 Notches 54 44 19 1.22 34.5 1 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69430 77790 • 3 Cutting tool 29 32 6 0.90 5.9 2 0 Large L/G
69500 77830 • 2 • 37 23 24 1.60 11.1 0 1 Large M/G
69365 77940 • 2 End scraper 71 38 9 1.86 38.0 3 1 Diffuse M>L/B>G
69350 77850 • 2 Scraper 42 46 9 0.91 27.3 3 1 Large L/B>G
69480 77790 • 3 Cutting tool >37 38 12 – 16.6 3 0 Large M/G
69310 77930 • 2 Piercer 50 30 6 1.66 12.5 0 1 Large M/B>G
69475 77800 • 2 Cutting tool 41 37 7 1.10 15.5 0 1 Large M/G
69490 77850 • 2 Retouched edge 35 37 10 0.94 12.7 1 1 Diffuse L/B>G
69490 77850 • 2 Piercer/awl 32 >38 10 – 13.0 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69415 77830 • 3 Piercer 48 21 10 2.28 7.1 2 0 Large L/G
69370 77740 • 3 Retouched edge 37 27 6 1.37 5.6 1 0 Diffuse L/G
69495 77910 • 2 Piercer/awl 37 30 5 1.23 7.6 1 1 Large L/G
69420 77750 • 3 End scraper 65 38 11 1.71 40.0 0 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69320 77880 • 3 • 44 37 9 1.18 16.1 2 0 Large L/G
69435 77950 • 3 Cutting tool >34 21 7 – 5.7 2 0 Small L/G
69370 77760 • 3 Retouched edge >24 23 6 – 3.7 2 0 Small L/G
69440 77810 • 56 38 28 – 69.2 1 – – M>L/G










Natural flint with 
edge retouch – tool 




1 = ≤ 50%




Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.





1 Abraded Feather EBA-BA Poor quality flint, cherty with inclusions. Abrupt retouching along upper Left Lateral Margin (LLM) and distal end. 2 notches on Right Lateral Margin (RLM) with short scraper (18mm) between. (Left handed tool) •
Abraded Feather EBA-BA Large flake. Scraper at distal end with retouch along upper RLM to facilitate holding.
Abraded Feather BA Thick triangular flake, blunt point at distal end which has had minimum retouch to form scraper. Abrupt retouch along LLM to facilitate handling. Left handed tool.
– – Small waste flake
Abraded Feather LN/EBA Good quality flint. Good knapping. Thin, broad flake. Abrupt retouch along LLM and around part of distal end forming scraper. Small area of retouch on LLM. Classic scraper. • •
Flat Feather BA Area of retouch along 20mm of RLM at distal end to form slight concave scraper/spoke shave tool.
– Feather BA/MBA Small scraper, retouch along LLM.
– – ?LN/EBA Plough struck blade flake. Use wear along LLM with retouch at proximal end (over platform) to facilitate handling.
Flat ?Step EBA-BA Broad thick flake. Abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch to distal end and upper part of RLM forming scraper. 
Prepared Hinge BA Large flake. Retouch on RLM and part of distal end ?to facilitate holding for use as cutting tool. ?Cutting edge along LLM possible use wear evidence
– Feather BA Small flake. Small area of invasive retouch at proximal end and corner of RLM forming a notch with sharp point. Retouch around point suggests awl tool.
Prepared – BA Plough damaged scraper. Abrupt retouch on LLM and up to point of break on distal end.
Prepared Feather BA Good quality flint. Probably a waste flake but has been retouched along very straight LLM cutting edge.
Prepared Plunging EBA-BA Multi function tool, Piercer, scraper and possible concave scraper. Retouch and point at corner of RLM and proximal end, possible concave scraper above (edge use wear). Retouch along length of distal end and on LLM. •
Unprepared Plunging BA Thick wedge type flake. Retouch on LLM creating 2 shallow notched areas with protruding points, edge is straight so suggest denticulate type tool??
Prepared Feather BA/MBA Poor quality flint. Triangular shaped flake with pointed end (snapped) used as piercer/borer. Minimal retouch on LLM & RLM for handling.
– Hinge BA/MBA Flint nodule had thermal fracture on RLM  pre-knapping) RLM abraded edge. LLM has retouch with 2 rough notches – not good knapping.
Abraded Feather BA Small flake with use wear and retouch on distal end.
Flat Plunging BA/MBA Thick waste flake
– Feather ?Early Long thin flake, heavily patinated and iron stained. ?Possible re-use of old flake. Abrupt retouched at distal end to form scraper, retouched at proximal end and corner of RLM. •
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Discoidal shaped scraper, abrupt retouch extends around convex distal end and up 50% of convex lateral margins. •
Flat Feather BA Thick wedge type flake. Retouch/use wear on LLM. Snapped across distal end.
– Feather BA/MBA Point at distal end has retouch for use as piercer. Small area of retouch on LLM.
Abraded Feather EBA-BA Either a cutting tool – concave RLM has use-wear evidence or scraper – semi abrupt retouch at distal end and corner of RLM – but this would also facilitate handling as a knife.
– Step BA Retouch on LLM ?tool.
Flat Hinge BA Retouch on RLM forming several small points, probably used as piercer or awl. Snapped across upper LLM and distal end.
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Long, pointed (triangular in section) flake. Retouch along RLM & LLM to facilitate handling. Point at distal end may be snapped.
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Retouch along RLM & LLM ? Tool possibly just for cutting.
Abraded Feather BA 2 rough notches on LLM with short (broken) protruding "tooth" between. Possible use as an awl.
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Large rectangular flake with invasive retouch over whole of dorsal side. Retouch along LLM. Abrupt retouch along distal end to form scraper. • •
Abraded Step EBA-BA Large thin waste flake, cherty flint.
Prepared – BA Wedge shaped flake with retouch along RLM. 
Prepared – EBA-BA Thin blade-like flake fragment with retouch on RLM and LLM. 
– – >10 BA Large core worked out as far as possible, may have been turned 90° to try one removal then discarded. •

































Source material  
Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69495 77780 • 2 • 41 39 9 1.05 16.4 0 1 Large M>L/G
69505 77720 • 3 Notch 31 30 7 1.03 7.6 1 0 Large L/G
69505 77840 • 3 Cutting tool 27 31 6 0.87 5.3 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69510 77840 • 3 ?Nose scraper >42 24 11 – 11.2 0 0 Small M>L/G
69525 77690 • 2 Retouched edges 46 50 10 0.92 26.4 1 1 Large L/G
69525 77690 • • 33 >34 8 9.0 2 0 Large M>L/G
69525 77710 • 2 • 36 30 10 1.20 9.8 0 1 Large M>L/G
69530 77760 • 3 ?Scraper 33 36 11 0.91 13.9 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69535 77670 • 2 Notch and ?spokeshave 64 62 17 1.03 52.5 0 1 Large D>M/G
69540 77660 • 3 • >25 19 3.7 – 1.6 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69545 77760 • 3 ?Borer / scraper 54 33 11 1.63 21.1 1 0 Small M>L/G
69545 77750 • 61 52 30 – 96.9 1 – – D>M/G
69545 77770 • 3 Cutting edge 46 30 12 1.53 16.0 1 0 Large M>L/G
69545 77640 • 3 Retouched edge ?scraper 42 50 12 0.84 26.6 0 0 Large M/G
69555 77700 • 2 ?Scraper ?piercer >38 32 7 – 8.7 2 0 – M/G
69575 77640 Core tool Pick 83 34 27 – 82.8 2 0 – M/G
69575 77640 • 2 • 28 34 5 0.82 5.3 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69600 77620 • 3 • >27 >30 11 – 8.4 0 0 – D>M/G
69620 77610 • 2 Cutting tool 38 >30 12 – 15.7 0 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69630 77750 • 2 End and side scraper 58 43 11 1.34 36.5 1 1 Large M>L/G
69635 77640 • 2 • >32 32 8 – 8.4 1 1 Large M>L/G
69640 77650 • 3 Cutting tool 23 24 5 0.95 3.7 2 0 Large M>L/G
69640 77650 • 2 Cutting tool >36 15 5 – 3.1 0 1 – D>M/G
69650 77760 • 3 Cutting tool and/or borer 92 55 12 1.67 80.0 2 0 Large M>L/G
69655 77760 • 3 • 25 20 6 1.25 2.9 0 0 Large M/G
69655 77680 • 1 Scraper 58 62 16 0.93 57.9 2 3 Diffuse D>M/G
69665 77680 • 2 Scraper 59 51 18 1.15 60.2 2 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69665 77700 • 2 • 27 49 14 0.55 16.2 0 0 Diffuse D>M/G
69670 77690 • 3 • 20 16 5 1.25 0.8 2 0 – L/G
69675 77700 Core tool ?Fabricator 66 35 32 – 86.2 1 – Large D>L/G
69675 77690 • 3 • >27 21 8 – 4.4 3 0 – L/G
69680 77770 • 3 Multi function 35 49 6.5 0.71 18.5 2 0 Large D>M/G
69695 77700 • 3 Piercer/awl + denticulate >56 39 5 – 23.2 2 0 Large L/B>G
69690 77780 • 2 Scraper 87 54 16 1.61 98.1 2 2 Large D>M/G
69695 77750 • 2 Scraper 32 40 8 0.80 14.0 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69705 77705 • 2 Piercer 47 49 8 0.95 26.2 2 1 Large D>M/G
69735 77790 • 2 • 43 26 6 1.65 7.8 1 2 Small L/B>G
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.





1 of 2 Prepared Step BA Waste flake
Prepared Step BA Retouch to form notch on Left Lateral Margin (LLM). 
Prepared Feather BA Retouch along distal end, cutting edge
Prepared Feather BA Thick wedge shaped flake tapering to point at distal end. Abrupt retouch along edge around distal end on RLM and Left Lateral Margin (LLM) to form blunt point.
Prepared Plunging BA Thick flake with retouch along LLM and RLM. ?tool
Crushed Hinge BA Cherty flint.
Crushed Feather BA Waste flake
Prepared Step BA Retouch on part of distal end and RLM could be to form a scraper. Abrasive backing on LLM to facilitate handling
Abraded Feather BA Mottled flint. Retouch along RLM forming "wavy" edge might be a concave scraper. Also small notch. Backed along LLM to facilitate handling.
– – BA Small thinning waste flake.
Abraded Step BA Abrupt retouch along RLM forming scraper. Semi abrupt retouch on LLM to facilitate handling. Large point at distal end with retouch all around forming borer.
– – 3 BA-MBA Large lump of "bashed" flint.
Abraded Feather BA Retouch and use wear along RLM. Small area of retouch on LLM to facilitate handling.
Prepared Hinge MBA Retouch along RLM, possibly to facilitate handling if using broad hinged edge as scraper.
– Feather BA Broken flake, could have been a scraper if break occurred at or after discard, or it was a piercer with semi abrupt retouch on LLM to facilitate handling.
– – – Meso/Neo Small pointed hand pick. Possible tranchet flake removal at tip. • •
Simple Hinge BA Small thinning waste flake.
– – BA Angular waste shatter.
Simple Step BA-MBA Thick flake with retouch along RLM at proximal end. Use wear along short cutting edge on LLM at proximal end.
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Well knapped flake of even thickness. Abrupt retouch on distal end and lower LLM forming scraper. Retouch along RLM and LLM at proximal end to facilitate handling. •
– Step BA Angular waste flake
Simple Feather BA Small flake. Distal end has retouch and use wear as cutting edge
– Feather Mesolithic Microlith, fits Clark's Type B classification. Backed along length of LLM. Use wear along length of RLM. Distal end intact. Invasive retouch on dorsal side above snapped edge, and on the edge. May have been hand held. • •
Abraded Feather LN/EBA Very large flake, good knapping as even thickness all over. Retouch and use wear along length of LLM. Small area of retouch on LLM around protruding point (6mm) either to facilitate handling or to make borer. •
Crushed Feather – Small thinning waste flake.
Simple Feather EBA-BA Broad flake with some plough damage at distal end. Abrupt & semi-abrupt retouch at distal end forming scraper, only 18mm intact at corner with LLM. Retouch on LLM.
Abraded – BA Steep abrupt and semi abrupt retouch along LLM and around distal end forming scraper. Area of retouch around protrusion on RLM suggests it was hafted.
Simple Feather MBA Waste flake
– – – Spall
Prepared – LN/EBA Bag has core written on it, but possibly a fabricator with 1 flat side and very steep flake removals on all sides. •
– – – Broken flake fragment.
Simple Feather LN/EBA Multi function tool. Bag has scraper on it – retouch on RLM and small part of LLM could indicate side scraper or could be to facilitate handling of notch/borer. 2 notches with a broken protrusion between them have been carefully made on distal end. •
Prepared – LN/EBA Well knapped flake of even thickness. Bilateral retouch along RLM at proximal end forming a 90° point, notches forming 3 "teeth" above. Backed along length of LLM. • •
Abraded Step LN/EBA Large early removal flake, 75% cortex on dorsal side, from good quality flint nodule. Retouch along RLM and pointed distal end forming scraper. Backed on LLM.
Abraded Hinge BA Small flake. Retouch along LLM and around corner at proximal end forming scraper.
– Plunging BA Piercer formed at proximal end, point measures 5mm. Backed along RLM and LLM. Flake is from a core turned through 180° as dorsal scars run in opposite direction.
Prepared Hinge BA Small primary waste flake.


























































Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69460 77650 • 2 Cutting tool 37 25 9 1.48 8.5 0 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69465 77630 • 2 Scraper 47 46 10 1.02 24.4 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69480 77670 • 2 Scraper 51 30 14 1.70 20.6 1 1 Large M>L/G
69490 77680 • 3 • 43 34 8 1.26 14.6 0 0 Large M/G
69495 77710 • 3 • 38 26 7 1.46 8.3 1 0 Large L/G
69500 77770 Natural flake
69500 77590 • 2 Retouched edge >25 32 10 – 7.2 0 1 – M/G
69500 77700 • 2 Piercer 32 20 5 1.60 5.3 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69510 77610 Scraper 48 30 14 – 31.9 1 – – D>M/G
69510 77650 Natural flake
69515 77710 • 3 • 19 20 3 0.95 1.2 0 0 Large L/G
69520 77690 • 2 Retouched edge ?tool 40 33 11 1.21 15.7 2 1 Diffuse L/B>G
69525 77670 • 3 Scraper and/or denticulate? 42 37 15 1.13 19.7 2 0 – L/G
69530 77830 • 2 Piercer/awl 35 31 8 1.12 12.3 0 1 Large M/G
69535 77660 • 3 • 31 22 3 1.40 4.4 1 0 Large M/G
69560 77710 • 3 • 28 23 4 1.21 4.2 1 0 Large M/G
69565 77640 • 54 42 25 – 51.4 1 – – M/G
69570 77750 • 3 • >23 >33 8 – 5.0 3 0 Diffuse –
69575 77790 • 2 Piercer 20 22 8 0.90 2.6 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69575 77780 • 3 • >20 >21 5 2.7 0 0 Large M/G
69575 77620 • 3 Blade >29 14 3 – 1.9 2 0 – L/G
69575 77690 • 2 Scraper >42 >47 10 – 32.8 1 1 Diffuse D/G
69580 77800 • 3 Notch and borer >36 38 7 – 12.8 2 0 Large M>L/G
69585 77780 • 2 Cutting tool 71 41 12 1.73 28.7 0 1 Large M>L/G
69590 77790 • 2 Denticulate tool 42 49 15 – 37.6 1 1 Diffuse D>M/B>G
69590 77790 • 1 Retouched edges ?tool 43 39 12 1.10 15.2 1 3 Ripple M/G
69605 77650 • 2 Hafted cutting tool 63 41 11 1.53 24.4 1 2 Large L/B>G
69605 77650 • 2 Hafted transverse arrowhead 38 38 6 1.00 11.1 2 1 Diffuse L/B>G
69605 77690 • 2 Multi function tool 57 53 11 1.07 40.4 1 2 Large M>L/G
69605 77770 • 2 Hafted Scraper 48 48 10 1.00 33.1 2 1 Large L/B>G
69605 77680 • 3 • 30 52 11 0.57 20.5 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69605 77700 • 3 • 26 22 12 – 5.8 0 0 Large L/B>G
69610 77780 • 2 Cutting tool 58 34 11 1.70 25.6 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69615 77640 • 3 Blade cutting tool 70 38 9 1.84 25.7 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
Bag   
Number  
2 of 2
MDGC91      
Rokeby 
Drive
FlakesOS Grid Co-ordinates Cores
0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
Natural flint               








Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.





2 of 2 Simple – BA-MBA Wedge shaped flake. Retouch/use wear on distal end and LLM.
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Abrupt and semi abrupt retouch along LLM forming scraper. Evidence of possible hafting on RLM.
Abraded Feather EBA-BA Narrow end scraper, small area of retouch on distal end.
Prepared – EBA-BA Waste flake, may have been used as a tool but no definite evidence of retouching.
Abraded Hinge BA Waste flake
– Step BA Broken flake with retouch on distal end
Simple Step BA Small wedge shape flake. Retouch along LLM and at distal end. Point formed at corner of LLM and distal end.
– – MBA Natural flint with minimum retouch, possible use as scraper
Flat Feather – Spall
– Hinge BA Invasive retouch on LLM (dorsal side) may indicate scraper, or maybe to facilitate handling as borer. Thick stumpy point at proximal end may be a borer?
– – ?5 LN/EBA Thick flake with steep retouch along LLM and around distal end forming scraping edge. Also has a sharp jagged edge with single flake removals along RLM. May have formed awl points? Bag has denticulate scraper. • •
Prepared Hinge BA Small sharp point in centre of distal end, point if formed by natural flaw in flint created when knapped, the end show sign of use. Retouch on LLM to facilitate handling.
Flat Feather BA Small waste flake
?Prepared Feather BA Small waste flake, similar to 69535 77660. Has some plough damage.
– – 5 BA Fairly large core with a few flake removals, flint has large flaw in it. •
– Feather ?Early Heavily patinated flint all over – almost white in colour. Broken in antiquity.
Crushed Feather BA Small pointed flake at distal end. Retouch around point, tip broken.
Abraded – BA-MBA Just the large bulb from a flake
– – Mesolithic Medial section of blade flake. Retouch on lower part of RLM, use wear on upper RLM and LLM. Blade has slight curve. •
Prepared – BA-MBA Thick broad flake, broken at distal end. Retouched along steep cortical LLM to form scraper.
Abraded Step BA Retouch along LLM at proximal end to form borer and deep notch •
Flat Feather MBA Expedient cutting tool. Poor quality cherty flint, poor knapping, Straight LLM has retouch/use wear evidence. •
Prepared Hinge BA Large thick flake, previous removal hit a flaw in the flint, looks like this had a heavy hit to remove large flake to clean up nodule, resulting in very large hinge at distal end. Area of invasive retouch either side of hinge. Three large and widely spaced denticulate "teeth" have been formed along LLM (one broken) suggesting a saw like edge. •
Flat ?step BA Retouch along distal end to pointed corner with LLM ? Borer here with "natural concave area below on LLM. Retouch along LLM at proximal end to facilitate handling. 
Flat Feather LN/EBA Large, flat triangular shape flake. Tip has been retouched on RLM and LLM. Use wear along upper 2 thirds of RLM. Wider proximal end shows evidence of hafting. Also, abraded edge along ventral side of proximal end.? Oblique transverse arrowhead as found along with the one below? • •
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Matches image of replica transverse arrowhead in Butler 2005 plate 16, although not the best example of the type. Possibly flake was snapped and then edge was abruptly retouched along length of LLM. Evidence of hafting at proximal end. Cutting edge shows use wear damage. • •
Prepared Feather LN/EBA
Broad, thin flake with 75% cortex on dorsal side, all edges have been utilised – 4 tool types: notch, piercer, awl, concave scraper x2. Notch made at proximal end RLM 
shows heavy use wear. Awl formed opposite notch on LLM it is a small (1mm) point with retouch either side. Piercer is at corner of RLM and distal end. Concave scraper 
is formed by abrupt retouch on distal end with another in the upper part of LLM.
•
Abraded – EBA-BA Broad, thin flake. Side scraper, abrupt retouch extends along length of LLM and around part of distal end. A concentration of retouch at corner of LLM and distal end leaving a "stubby" protrusion with concave area either side, showing signs of abrasion, suggests the tool was hafted. •
Prepared Hinge BA Waste flake
Abraded Hinge BA Waste flake
Simple Feather BA-MBA Poor quality cherty flint with flaws. Cutting edge along LLM shows use wear. Backed along RLM and part of distal end.








































Edge retouch/ tool type Waste flake













Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69615 77640 • 2 Notch 34 39 8 0.87 17.4 1 1 Small M/G
69615 77780 • 3 Retouched edge 34 21 6 1.61 5.8 0 0 Small L/B>G
69615 77780 • 3 • 32 22 9 1.45 8.1 1 0 – L/G
69620 77680 • 3 • 28 24 4 1.55 5.6 2 0 Large L/G
69625 77800 • 3 Piercer 44 28 10 1.57 12.4 3 0 – L/G
69625 77800 • 3 End scraper 26 18 4 1.44 3.0 1 0 Large M>L/G
69630 77770
69635 77750 • 1 • 35 30 12 1.16 12.7 0 3 Large M/G
69635 77770 • 2 Notch 23 45 7 0.51 9.2 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69635 77770
69860 77810
69675 77830 Retouched 25 30 10 – 10.0 1 0 – L/G
69680 77760 • 3 Awl/Piercer/borer 32 >27 6 – 6.2 0 0 – M/G
FlakesOS Grid Co-ordinates Cores
Natural flint with 
retouch and/or  
tool type
Hammer- 
stone 0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
Maximum Measurements (whole flakes)
Weight 
(gram)
Bag   
Number  
2 of 2




Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.





2 of 2 Prepared Hinge BA-MBA Notch at top of LLM. Area of retouch on RLM at distal end.
Prepared – BA Small flake with retouch on upper LLM. ?tool
– – – Looks more like natural rather than worked.
Abraded – Waste flake
– Step BA-MBA Proximal end has abrupt retouch which has removed striking platform to make a piercer. Retouch around all sides of point and extending along part of LLM
Prepared Step Mesolithic Small rectangular flake with very fine abrupt retouching at proximal end to form scraper. Fine retouch along length of RLM to facilitate handling. • •
Plough struck flake
Simple Feather – Primary flake removal
Abraded Feather BA-MBA Notch formed at proximal end beside striking platform. Invasive retouch along RLM, around proximal end and along LLM to facilitate handling.
Second piece of flint in same bag as above looks natural
Plough struck flake
– – MBA Small rectangular fragment of natural flint with retouch on one edge.




























Source material  
Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69880 77980 • 2 Cutting tool 42 39 13 1.07 20.2 2 0 Large M>L/G>B
69900 77850 • 2 ? Borer - retouched edges >40 >46 8 – 15.8 3 1 Large L/G
69890 77810 • 2 Cuting tool 39 30 8 1.3 11.6 1 1 Large M/G
69840 77750 • 3 Spokeshave/piercer? 42 34 8 1.23 11.9 0 0 Large L/G
69875 77990 • 2 ?Borer 32 41 12 0.78 11.4 2 1 Large M/G
69840 77930 Scraper 51 38 12 – 29.0 2 – – D/G
69840 77900 • 2 Piercer 30 24 10 1.25 7.1 1 2 Large M/G
69880 77930 • 2 ?Piercer/Awl 42 >52 9 0.8 20.4 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69855 77930 ?tool 33 40 16 – 16 1 – – M/G
69835 77700 • 2 ?notch 29 29 8 1 8 1 1 Large M/G
69875 77800 • 3 Cutting edge 56 28 12 2 19.1 3 0 Diffuse ?
69865 77770 Scraper 54 69 23 – 95.3 2 – – M/B>G
69880 77720 • 3 Piercer 34 45 10 0.75 12.2 0 0 Large D/G>B
69825 77800 • 3 ?Spokeshave 40 28 6 1.42 6.9 2 0 Small L/G
69840 77900 • 2 Cutting edge 57 22 12 2.59 14.4 3 1 Diffuse M/G
69840 77900 • 2 – • 53 42 18 1.26 33.5 2 1 Small M/B>G
69830 77890 • 3 ?Tool 60 51 14 1.17 58.5 3 0 Large M>L/G
69865 77990 • 2 – • 72 48 11 1.50 34.9 1 1 Large M/G
69865 77990 • 3 Piercer/Notch/Cutting 63 30 7 2.10 14.6 3 0 Large L/G
69805 77930 • 2 Cutting edge 63 38 14 1.65 37.0 2 2 Diffuse M/G
69885 77780 • 3 Cutting edge 50 21 7 2.38 10.4 3 0 Diffuse L/B>G
69860 77740 • 3 ?Tool 57 36 14 1.58 31.5 3 0 ? M/G
69850 77910 • 3 Cutting edge 40 36 10 1.11 15.7 2 0 Large L/G
69870 77970 • 3 Scraper 72 48 14 1.50 48.0 3 0 Large L/G
69865 77920 • 3 Piercer 35 24 6 1.45 5.0 3 0 Diffuse L/G
69855 77820 • 2 • 38 33 5 – 9.0 0 1 Large M/G
69835 77850 • 40 442 36 – 77.6 2 – – M/G
69815 77780 • 3 Cutting Edge 35 19 4 1.84 4.2 0 0 Small M/G
69815 77780 • 2 Notch+borer/piercer 53 47 12 1.12 41.0 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69825 77710  • 2 Notch+borer/awl 41 48 10 0.85 21.9 0 1 Large M/G
69815 77850 • • 29 27 10 1.07 9.3 0 2 Large M>L/G
69825 77910 • 2 Denitculate edge 42 45 12 0.93 29.4 1 2 Diffuse M>L/G
69800 77680 • 2 Cutting edge/Piercer 30 29 6 1.03 6.4 1 2 Large M/B>G
69820 77820 • 3 Retouched 27 35 7 0.77 4.8 0 0 – M/G
69785 77790 • 2 Piercer 45 40 12 1.12 18.6 1 1 Large M/G
69810 77810 • 3 Cutting edge 31 37 9 0.83 10.1 3 0 Large L/G
69800 77900 • 2 ?Scraper (on bag) 37 40 6 0.92 10.8 0 1 Large L/B>G
69865 77820 • 2 Piercer 40 27 8.5 1.48 11.4 1 1 Small M/B>G
69795 77830 • 2 Piercer 50 35 10 1.42 20.5 1 2 Large M/G
69815 77840 • 3 End Scraper 33 35 10 0.94 14.0 1 0 Large M/G










Natural flint               





1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%




Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.





1 Simple Step BA Retouch at distal end
Prepared Missing EBA Snapped across at 45° angle retouch on break for handling as borer. Borer on Leftt Lateral Margin (LLM)
Simple Flake EBA Blade like flake with parallel scars on dorsal side. Cutting edge on Right Lateral Margin (RLM) Wedge shape
Prepared Step EBA Blade like flake with parallel scars on dorsal side. Concave scraper on LLM. Possible borers at LLM Distal and proximal ends
Flat Feather BA Borer on LLM retouch on RLM for holding
– – BA Thin thermal flake with retouch on three edges
Flat Step BA Piercer on RLM at distal end. Retouch along length of RLM
Simple Step BA Broad flake possible borer but tip has snapped off at LLM at Distal end
– – – ? Bashed lump??
Simple Feather BA ? Tool, retouch along LLM, possible notch (shallow) on centre RLM
Prepared Hinge ?Early Very cherty piece of flint, almost completely chert ?? Origin??
– – EBA Heavy duty scraper, natual flint with very good abrupt retouch forming scraping edge •
Simple Feather BA Piercer on corner of LLM and distal end. Retouch along length of Distal end
Flat Feather EBA Long notch on upper LLM. Retouch along length of RLM. Notch measures 13mm x 3mm U shaped
Flat Step EBA Long flake, triangular in section. Cutting edge on LLM, with use-wear/?retouching. Area of retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
Prepared Hinge EBA Numerous flake removal scars on dorsal side. Large thick debitage flake possibly to rejuvinate core?
Prepared Plunging ?Early Large, heavily patinated flake, ?tool possibly scraper or notch but not convincing. Retouch on LLM.
– Step BA Large and very angular debitage flake 
– Step EBA-BA Piercer/cutting edge. Point at corner of LLM and distal end. Use-wear/retouch along LLM. Possible notch on RLM.
Flat Hinge BA Retouch and use-wear along LLM.
– Step ?Early Cutting edge on RLM, retouch on LLM
– Step ? Very cherty flint. Retouch on Distal end and around upper LLM. ?end scraper.
– Step BA Retouch along RLM.
Prepared Feather EBA Retouch along upper RLM and LLM. Abrupt retouch along distal end forming scraping edge
– Feather BA Piercer made in centre of RLM. •
– – BA
4 BA Not a good example, couple of flake removals only.
Flat – LN/EBA Blade Flake. Retouch on RLM use-wear on LLM. •
Simple Hinge LN/EBA Large notch and borer on LLM 
Prepared Feather ?EBA Good platform preparation, poor quality flint.Very angular flake. Retouch at distal end on RLM forming point and notch. Areas of retouch on LLM.
Simple Plunging BA
Flat Feather EBA-BA Thick flake with denticulate type edge at distal end. 4 wide points about 10-12mm apart.
Abraided Feather BA Retouch along RLM. Point on distal end ?piercer. Use-wear on LLM.
– – BA
– Feather BA Point at distal end. Broken/snapped across upper RLM at 45° retouch on broken edge. Retouch along LLM.
Flat Feather BA Wedge shaped flake (like orange segment) with use-wear along thinner LLM. 
Abraided – ?EBA Retouch along distal end and up RLM. Bag says scraper but query this as LLM has 3 notched points so possibly it is a backed denticulate tool.
Prepared ?Step EBA-BA Pointed distal end, borer. Retouch along upper RLM and LLM. (Bag has SCR on it)
– hinge BA Piercer made at corner with RLM on distal end. No other retouch.
– – BA Small thick flake, retouch at thick proximal end suggests end scraper.


























































Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69820 77910 • 2 Borer 54 56 12 0.96 44.8 2 1 Large M/B>G
69820 77910 • 2 Scraper 41 54 18 0.75 41.6 2 1 – M/G
69815 77890 • 2 Cuting tool 49 29 16 1.68 29.4 3 2 Small M/G
69820 77770 • 2 • 41 34 10 1.20 18.6 0 2 Large M>L/G
69800 77810 • 2 Piercer 34 32 10 1.06 12.2 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69800 77720 • 2 ?Chisel 44 32 2>18 – 13.8 1 1 – M>L/G
69815 77810 • 2 Retouch on edge 43 41 7 1.04 16.1 2 1 Large M/G
69815 77810 • 65 52 40 1.25 166.1 2 1 – M/G
Natural flint               







MDGC91      
Tokers 
Green
OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores Flakes
0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%





Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.





2 Abraided Step EBA-BA Poor quality flint (cherty). Retouch along length of LLM with borer point at corner of LLM and distal end. Large flake removed (45°) at corner of LLM and Proximal end to facilitate handling, along with more retouch along RLM. •
– – BA Scraper formed on short margin, 25mm wide.
Flat Step BA Thick wedge shaped flake. Poor quality flint. Cutting edge on length of RLM with use-wear and retouch evidence.Small area of retouch on LLM for handling.
Simple Hinge Waste flake
Prepared Step BA Retouch along RLM with small point formed at corner of proximal end.
– Feather BA Wedge shaped flake with one broad/thin side. Extensive retouch on portion of distal end removing cortex for handling. When held suggest use is as chisel or for cutting. •
Prepared Plunging ?EBA Poor quality flint, but good knapping evidence (prepared platform and thin even flake). Area of retouch on part of LLM at proximal end.



























Source material  
Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69715 77300 • 43 37 34 – 76.5 2 0 – L/B>G
68730 77320 • 2 • 31 28 9 1.1 7.4 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69740 77280 • 3 notch x 2 >84 59 9 – 66.3 2 0 – M/B>G
69745 77260 • 3 Cutting tool 52 27 5 1.92 7.6 2 0 Large M/B>G
69745 77260 • 2 • 23 39 15 0.50 11.3 0 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69745 77270 • 3 Scraper 35 25 8 1.40 8.7 1 0 Large D>M/G
69755 77250 • 2 Piercer >55 >35 8 – 14.0 2 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69755 77250 • 3 • 48 51 8 0.94 17.3 2 0 Large L/G
69760 77410 • 3 • 33 31 11 1.06 10.6 2 0 Large L/G
69760 77410 • 3 End scraper 33 24 6 1.37 5.8 3 0 Large –
69775 77400 • 3 • 21 22 6 0.95 2.9 3 0 Large –
69775 77260 • 3 • >26 >26 7 – 5.7 1 0 – M/B>G
69775 77300 • 2 Concave scraper/notch 46 58 9 0.79 26.0 2 2 Large M/B>G
69780 77280 • 2 Piercer/borer 50 38 9 1.31 18.6 0 1 – M/B>G
69795 77260 • 2 Piercer >36 14 5 2.6 1 2 – L/B>G
69800 77260 • 3 Cutting tool 44 25 6 1.76 7.3 1 0 Large L/G
69800 77250 •       
Also tool
Piercer/borer 40 39 18 – 26.7 3 0 – L/B>G
69800 77250 • 3 Scraper >40 43 5 – 12.9 0 0 – M/G
69800 77250 • 3 Retouched edge >19 17 3 – 1.0 1 0 Small L/B>G
69805 77270 • 2 Side scraper 57 41 24 1.39 85.0 2 2 Diffuse D>M/G
69805 77270 • Piercer/borer 26 >52 8 – 9.6 1 0 Large M/B>G
69805 77270 • 3 Cutting tool 28 19 5 1.47 3.4 1 0 Diffuse L/G
69805 77270 • 2 • 41 >33 8 – 16.7 2 1 Large M/B>G
69820 77280 • 1 ?Borer 48 48 11 1.00 39.5 2 3 Large M/G
69820 77280 • 3 • >26 14 6 – 2.3 2 3 Large M/G
69820 77280 • 2 Concave scraper 33 23 8 1.43 6.4 1 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69820 77310 • 1 Combination tool 51 45 9 1.13 23.6 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69820 77310 • 3 • 20 20 4 1.00 1.6 2 0 Large –
69820 77250 • 3 Hafted cutting tool 63 42 12 1.50 31.7 2 0 Diffuse L/B>G
69825 77260 • 2 Borer 54 50 17 1.08 56.5 2 2 Large M>L/B>G
69850 77240 • 2 Borer 48 52 18 – 50.9 1 1 Small L/B>G
69850 77240 • 3 Concave scraper 28 32 5 0.87 6.0 1 0 Large M>L/B>G
69850 77290 • 2 Heavy duty borer 73 62 15 1.17 81.4 2 1 Diffuse L/G




1 = ≤ 50%












Natural flint with 
edge retouch – tool 
type
OXCMS	1992.38			:			Mapledurham	Fieldwalking	:	Pack	Saddle	North	1991/2		
Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the right or left Lateral Margin (LM).




1 of 6 – – 6 Neolithic Cube-shaped core typical of Early Neolithic knapping practices. 3 platforms at 90° to each other, all show preparation by abrasion and removal of any overhangs. Poss •
Prepared Step BA Waste flake
– – BA-MBA Very large flake, broken at distal and proximal ends. Retouch to top of Left Lateral Margin (LLM) where there are 2 shallow notches. Small area of retouch opposite on Right Lateral Margin (RLM) to facilitate handling. Other edges are very sharp, as though freshly knapped, no sign of rolling. Probably an expedient tool.
Simple Feather BA-MBA Similar raw material to 69740 77280. Expedient cutting tool, RLM has use wear evidence and LLM edge is backed. Distal end is very sharp, may also be cutting edge.   
Flat Step BA Waste flake
Prepared – LN/EBA Small side and end scraper. Abrupt retouch along RLM and LLM and around distal end. Slight damage at distal end. •
Prepared Feather BA Thin, even flake. Point is broken at distal end, measures 17mm, possibly 25mm when whole. Retouch along length of RLM, deep concave area on upper RLM. Concave area of retouch on LLM to facilitate handling. •
Flat Step BA Waste flake
Flat Step BA Waste flake
Prepared – LN/EBA Small end scraper. Abrupt and semi abrupt retouch at distal end and around upper RLM and LLM. •
Flat Hinge BA Waste flake
– Feather BA Waste flake
Prepared – EBA-BA LLM  retouch and abraded edge on concave area. Notch formed on distal end at corner with LLM. Retouch along remaining dorsal edge to facilitate handling as scraper.
– Feather BA-MBA Invasive retouch over point at corner of LLM and distal end to form piercer/borer. Retouch at proximal end removing platform to facilitate handling.
– Feather ?Early Small blade like flake with pointed distal end. Abrupt retouch along lower RLM at distal end making pointed piercer. Small area of retouch on LLM just below mid-way.
Flat Feather Neo-BA Cutting edge along very straight LLM has use wear evidence. Small area of retouch at distal end and upper RLM to facilitate handling
– – 4 ?Early/reused
Small, probably early, single platform core. The final flake removal was a large, broad flake struck from the centre leaving a negative scar across the whole side. Core is 
heavily patinated and has some iron staining. It has been re-used in a later period, retouch on a protrusion at the platform end has removed the patination and a point has 
been made. There is further retouch at the opposite end to facilitate handling.
•
– Hinge EBA-BA Broad, thin flake. Retouch along length of LLM (on the broken edge) and RLM. Hinged distal end has been used as scraper, use-wear along edge.
Prepared – Mesolithic Snapped, proximal end of microlith, fine retouch on RLM and LLM. 
Prepared Plunging BA Thick flake side scraper. Abrupt retouch on RLM to form scraper, Areas of retouch on LLM and proximal end to facilitate holding.
Prepared Step BA-MBA Poor knapping, short very broad flake curved with broken tip on RLM and retouch along RLM at proximal end to facilitate handling. 
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Small area of retouch on RLM to facilitate holding. Cutting edge on LLM, use wear on edge.
Prepared Hinge BA Waste flake
Simple – LN/EBA Primary flake. Ventral surface has been invasively retouched all over. All edges have retouch. Concentration of retouch is at corner of RLM and distal end here it appears a protrusion has snapped off, suggesting tool was a piercer/borer. Handling the tool also suggests this scenario. (N.B. Bag has core on it - incorrect) •
Simple – – Waste flake
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Small flake invasively retouched on dorsal side to facilitate handling. Narrow (13mm) and shallow (2mm) concave scraping area formed by abrupt retouch on RLM at distal end. •
Simple Feather BA Piercer and cutting tool. Retouched point is at distal end. Retouch along RLM and around distal end to facilitate handling. LLM shows cutting use wear + retouch
Flat Feather ?Early Waste flake, parallel scars on dorsal.
Prepared Step Neo-BA Possibly a hafted cutting too, Retouch and wear marks on opposite sides of RLM & LLM suggest this. Cutting edge is at distal end. •
Crushed Step MBA Expedient tool. Piercer/borer formed at corner of RLM and distal end. Retouch on LLM and distal end to facilitate handling. Otherwise a very rough and irregular flake. •
Abraded – LN/EBA Large flake, that has been snapped across at an angle at the distal end, the break has been retouched and abraded to facilitate handling as a borer. Point at and of break further retouch along remaining distal end. LLM has cortex along majority of its length, then retouched distal end forming borer point
Flat Step BA Small concave scraper on RLM at corner of distal end, the narrow edge has abrupt retouching. Retouch along length of distal end to facilitate handling.


























































Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69845 77270 • 3 Scraper 43 53 12 0.81 34.0 2 0 Large L/B>G
69845 77270 • 2 Piercer/borer 29 43 7 0.67 8.7 0 1 Large M/B>G
69850 77270 • 2 Piercer and notch 32 24 5 1.33 4.1 1 1 Large M>L/B>G
69850 77270 • 2 Piercer 33 33 11 1.00 10.6 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69870 77300 • 3 End Scraper 52 41 8 0.60 28.6 1 0 Diffuse L/B>G
69870 77300 • 3 Cutting tool 45 33 9 1.36 14.4 3 0 Diffuse –
69870 77300 • 3 • 56 39 12 1.43 28.7 2 0 Large M/G
69715 77460 • 3 Notch ?borer 24 31 6 0.77 5.0 0 0 Large M/B>G
69730 77290
69745 77290 • 3 • >18 9 40 – 0.6 2 0 – L/G
69730 77260 • 2 Hafted cutting tool 41 31 9 1.32 15.0 1 1 Large M/G
69730 77260 • 1 Retouched edge 28 >22 8 – 4.7 0 3 – M/B>G
69735 77430 • 3 Piercer >39 36 8 – 12.9 2 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69750 77260 • 3 Combination tool cutting/notch 46 35 6 1.31 17.5 1 0 Large M/G
69760 77280 • • 21 >12 3 – 0.8 0 0 – M/G
69760 77280 • 3 Scraper and/or Piercer 39 46 7 0.84 17.0 1 0 Small M/B
69760 77250 • 3 • >34 >20 4 – 2.7 3 0 Diffuse –
69760 77330 • 2 Piercer >24 >29 8 – 5.5 1 1 – L/B>G
69760 77260 Chopper 40 51 32 – 74..1 1 0 – M>L/G
69775 77280 • 2 Cutting tool 30 26 10 1.15 11.6 2 1 Diffuse L/B>G
69785 77250 • 2 Composite flake (Meso) 25 20 4 1.25 1.5 0 1 Small M>L/G
69790 77320 • 2 Hafted Cutting tool 54 31 8 1.74 18.8 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69790 77290 • 1 Cutting tool 44 51 15 0.86 30.3 1 3 Large M>L/G
69790 77240 • 3 Borer >48 29 8 – 5.5 0 0 – M/B>G
69795 77240 • 3 Cutting tool 30 30 6 1.00 5.0 2 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69795 77240 • 3 Retouched edge >30 28 6 – 5.1 3 0 Large L/B>G
69795 77310 • 3 • >25 >29 5 – 3.8 1 0 – M/G
69795 77310 • 2 • >20 >32 8 – 5.0 0 1 – M/B>G
69805 77260 • 3 • >20 22 5 – 2.0 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69805 77280 • 3 Cutting tool 50 31 12 1.61 23 3 0 Large –
69810 77240 • 3 Cutting tool 55 34 12 1.61 20.5 2 0 Large D>L/G
69810 77240 • 1 Cutting tool >40 30 7 – 10.9 0 3 – M/B>G
69810 77340
69810 77320 • 2 Chisel 52 32 17 1.62 29.6 2 1 Diffuse D/G
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OXCMS	1992.38			:			Mapledurham	Fieldwalking	:	Pack	Saddle	North	1991/2		
Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the right or left Lateral Margin (LM).




Prepared Hinge BA Thick flake, small area of retouch on RLM forming scraper.
Flat Feather BA-MBA Small broad flake. Area of retouch around corner of proximal end and LLM suggests it is a piercer/borer, with further retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
Flat Feather BA Small flake, pointed distal end has some retouching suggesting piercer, small notch at middle of LLM.
Flat – MBA Expedient tool. Piercer/borer at pointed distal end, it is a small "hooked" point 3mm long and 3mm in cross section. Otherwise a very rough flake with no other retouch.
Prepared – LN/EBA Good quality flint, carefully prepared platform. Abrupt retouch at distal end to form scraper. Small area of retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
Flat Feather EBA-BA Heavily patinated flake, creamy white in colour. Cutting edge along RLM with use wear evidence. Small area of retouch on LLM to facilitate handling.
Flat Step BA Waste flake
Prepared – BA Small flake, wide notch at distal end with abrupt retouch, almost a hollow scraper. Corner of lateral margin and distal end is broad and pointed with retouch all around but no evidence of use as a borer. Retouch along RLM and LLM to facilitate handling.
Looks like plough struck fragment to me.
– – Mesolithic Small medial section of a flake with triangular cross section. Ventral side has ripples on it. Snapped at proximal end broken at distal end. No retouch.
Prepared – LN/EBA Cutting tool which has been hafted. Hafted is at the proximal end and measures 12mm in length and width. Bifacial retouching along RLM and LLM incorporating the proximal end has made a sharp convex cutting edge. • •
– Feather ?BA Waste flake of pebble flint 
Abraded – ?Early Proximal end of broken flake. A sharp point has been made at the corner of break and RLM with very fine abrupt retouching below forming curve up to point. Small area of retouch on LLM and broken edge to facilitate handling.
Abraded Hinge LN/EBA Rectangular shaped flake of even thickness. Combination tool, cutting edge on straight RLM with 2 notches on opposite LLM. •
– – BA Waste flake
Abraded – LN/EBA
Flake struck from core that has been turned through 90°, indicated by flake scars on dorsal side. Abrupt retouch along length of distal end suggests scraper although a small 
point at corner of distal end and RLM has been the focus of some retouch so may indicate piercer was the primary tool. LLM and RLM edges appear to be abraded. The 
colour of the flake indicates it has been in a gravel context at some point.
•
– – ?Early Waste flake heavily patinated - white
– Hinge BA Distal portion of flake, with large hinge. Retouched along RLM. Broken edge has point in centre which has been the focus of further retouching.
– – BA-MBA Natural lump of flint which has had some flakes removed from one side giving a sharp biface edge. Handling suggest use may have been as a handheld chopper.        NB. Bag has core on it, apart from 2 flake removals from the same edge it doesn't look like a core.
Simple Feather BA Retouch/edge wear along distal end forming cutting edge. Heavy patination on one side only.
Abraded Feather Mesolithic Small flake with very fine retouch along LLM, concentrated in a small area at distal end. No obvious use, so probably part of f composite tool. •
Flat Feather Neo-BA Distal end shows signs of use wear suggesting a cutting tool. Areas of retouch on RLM and LLM at same position on each suggest it was hafted at the tapered proximal end. Hafted portion measures 24mm in length and 16mm wide. •
Flat – BA Primary flake, backed with fine abrupt retouch along RLM edge. Cutting edge at distal end and has bifacial retouching. Area of retouch and abrasion on LLM for handling.
– – BA-MBA Flake fragment with retouch to LLM and part of RLM. Proximal end borer point with retouch all around. Flake has come from a core turned through 90°.
Crushed Step Neo-BA Small flake cutting tool, cutting edge along RLM and around proximal end. Retouch on LLM to facilitate handling.
Abraded – BA Broken flake, Proximal end. Fine retouch and/or edge wear along RLM. Probably used for cutting.
– – BA Waste flake
– – BA Waste flake
– – BA Waste flake
Flat Step Neo-BA Wedge shaped flake LLM thick (12mm) RLM thin cutting edge with retouch at proximal end (15mm) and heavy use wear evident along remaining length.
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Wedge shaped flake RLM thick (12mm) with retouch and abrasion along edge. LLM thin cutting edge with retouch at distal end (17mm). May have been hafted.
– Hinge BA Primary flake, retouch/use wear along LLM.
Natural - thermal flake
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Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69810 77250 • 3 • 27 27 6 1.00 4.9 3 0 Diffuse –
69810 77250 • 2 Scraper and notch 52 43 9 1.20 23.3 2 1 Large L/B>G
69815 77270 • 3 • 37 >24 8 – 11.0 1 0 Large M>L/B>G
69820 77300 • 3 End Scraper 52 33 8 1.57 15.6 1 0 Diffuse L/B
69820 77300 • 2 • 38 42 11 0.90 21.7 1 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69825 77280 • 3 Combination tool 37 25 5 1.48 4.8 1 0 Large L/B>G
69825 77280 • 3 Cutting tool 37 30 5 1.23 8.1 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69830 77270 • 2 Combination tool 60 31 10 1.93 25.3 0 2 Large M/G
69835 77250 • 3 Cutting tool 73 28 12 2.60 27.9 1 0 Large M>L/G
69835 77250 • 3 • >28 42 13 – 18.0 3 0 Diffuse L/G
69835 77250 • 2 • >38 26 11 – 11.4 1 1 – M/B>G
69835 77250 • 3 • >29 >22 3 – 2.4 0 0 Large L/B>G
69840 77270 • 58 25 26 – 51.9 2 – – L/G
69840 77240 • 2 Piercer (hafted) 46 51 11 0.90 22.4 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69840 77240 • 3 Concave scraper 30 34 9 0.88 8.5 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69845 77280 • 3 • 19 >34 7 – 2.7 1 0 – M/B>G
69845 77280
69860 77250 Borer 58 46 16 – 44.7 2 1 – D>L/G
69860 77250 • 2 Piercer/borer and notch 31 37 7 0.83 9.0 1 1 Large L/G>B
69865 77280 • 2 Retouched edge ?tool 44 37 10 1.18 17.2 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69865 77280 • 2 • >26 36 11 – 11.3 1 1 Large M/G
69865 77280 • 3 Notch >24 >25 5 – 3.4 2 0 – M>L/G
69865 77270 • 2 • 72 49 10 1.46 24.4 1 1 Large M/G
69865 77270 • 2 Denticulate 45 33 12 1.36 15.9 0 1 Large D>M/G
69865 77230 • 2 Piercer 46 41 15 1.12 29.7 1 1 Large D>M/G
69825 77290 • 3 Piercer >28 >30 9 – 6.7 2 0 – M/G
69825 77270 • 3 Cutting edge 43 50 14 0.86 33.3 3 0 Diffuse M/G
69840 77300 • 3 Piercer >36 49 8 – 10.1 0 0 – M/G
69845 77240 ?   tool Borer 58 46 28 – 93.7 1 1 – M/G
69845 77240 • 3 Cutting edge (serrated) 48 37 9 1.26 18.2 2 0 Small M>L/G
69845 77240 • 3 • 20 15 2 1.33 0.8 2 0 Diffuse L/G>B
69850 77320 • 3 Borer 47 37 16 1.27 33.4 2 0 Diffuse M/G




1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
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OXCMS	1992.38			:			Mapledurham	Fieldwalking	:	Pack	Saddle	North	1991/2		
Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the right or left Lateral Margin (LM).




2 of 6 Prepared Hinge BA Waste flake heavily patinated - white
Prepared – LN/EBA Good quality flint, large flake of even thickness. Two scrapers, distal end convex scraper, mid RLM concave scraper, both with abrupt retouching. Notch is on RLM and has made use of a natural hole at the edge of the flake (cortex on inner edge).LLM has retouch and abrasion along its length. •
Prepared Plunging BA-MBA Waste flake
Abraded – LN/EBA Abrupt retouch at the distal end. Fine retouch along LLM from distal end to 2/3rds way down. May have been hafted. •
Prepared Feather BA Waste flake
Abraded – BA Combination tool – Piercer/borer and denticulate. Point is at the distal end with retouch along RLM leading to tip and all around tip. Denticulate is at the proximal end on RLM and consists of 4 "teeth" with notches between.
Flat Feather Neo-BA Flake of even thickness, raw material is very mottled and appears to have a blue/green bloom over it. Retouch along RLM at distal end and the length of LLM.
Simple Feather BA Rectangular shaped primary flake. Some retouch on dorsal side to remove cortex around proximal end. Large notch made on LLM at proximal end. Natural cortex point "enhanced" with retouch either side. 
Simple Step BA-MBA Expedient tool, flake struck from naturally fractured flint nodule. Cutting edge along RLM. LLM has been retouched and abraded to facilitate handling.
Prepared – BA Waste flake heavily patinated - white
– Hinge BA Waste flake. ? pebble flint 
– Step BA Waste flake
– – 7 BA-MBA Flake removals appear to have been made at random from all over core. 
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Hafted piercer. Point, which is at the corner of the distal and  the LLM, measures 20mm in length, the tip has snapped off. Retouch extends along the distal end and the LLM. The tool appears to have been hafted, with the haft at the proximal end and measuring 20mm in length on LLM 18mm on RLM and 20mm wide. •
Prepared Feather BA Small concave scraper or spokeshave at distal end, with abrupt retouch on edge. Area of retouch on RLM may be a small notch. LLM is abraded. Proximal end is abraded on ventral side
– Feather BA Waste flake
Bag has "core" on it with large cube of flint inside. On examination I could not find any platforms and the flakes that appear to have been removed look like frost fractures
– – BA-MBA Expedient tool. Flake has numerous thermal fractures on one side and some invasive removals on the other to facilitate handling. A concentration of retouching is around a large protrusion at one end suggesting a heavy duty borer. N.B. Bag has "core" on it. 
Abraded Feather BA Combination tool – Piercer/borer and notch. Two points are at the distal end with retouch along RLM the facilitate handling. Notch is on LLM below borer point.
Abraded Plunging BA LLM is concave and has abrupt retouch along it– might be a concave scraper but feels too rough. RLM also has abrupt retouch along it.
Flat – BA Waste flake
– Hinge BA Deep notch on LLM 
Abraded Feather BA Waste flake
Prepared Feather BA Denticulate edge on RLM with 4 teeth. Abrupt and semi abrupt retouch on LLM to facilitate handling. •
Simple – BA Piercer point measures 4mm has been made at distal end. Proximal end has extensive retouch to facilitate handling. •
– Hinge BA Small point on LLM at distal end with retouch along LLM below.
Prepared Step BA Retouched cutting edge on RLM. Small area of retouch on distal end at RLM to facilitate handling.
– – BA-MBA Flint fragment with pointed end. Retouch along whole of one margin leading to point. Small amount of retouch on another margin at point. Tip of point missing.
– – 7 BA-MBA Poor example of a core – if a core – just random removals no proper platforms. Focus for a lot of retouch is a "dumpy" point which suggests a heavy duty borer.
Unprepared Hinge Neo-BA Cutting edge on RLM has been retouched to make a small serrated edge. Small area of retouch on LLM to facilitate handling.
Prepared Hinge BA Small thinning flake – waste.
Prepared – BA Thick flake which appears to be correcting a core from previous bad strike as evidence of a previous hard hammer blow on flake. Point at distal end is the focus of extensive retouch. Retouch along RLM to facilitate handling. Best held in left hand.
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69855 77240 • 3 Cutting tool 33 40 8 0.82 12.6 3 0 Small –
69855 77280 • 3 • 54 >38 11 15.4 3 0 Small –
69855 77270 • 2 Cutting tool 45 23 12 1.95 11.8 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69855 77270 • 1 Concave scraper/spokeshave 38 38 9 1.00 12.7 0 3 Diffuse D>M/B>G
69855 77270 • 2 Retouched edge ?tool 40 49 16 0.81 37.9 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69855 77270 • 1 • 48 22 8 2.18 12.9 0 3 Diffuse M/B>G
69855 77270 • 54 46 34 – 100.0 1 1 – M>L/G
69855 77300 • 2 ? Cutting edge 114 63 26 1.80 180.6 3 2 Large –
69860 77240 • 3 Cutting tool 52 37 18 1.40 29.9 0 0 Large D>M/G
69860 77240 • 50 45 40 – 99.8 0 2 – D>M/G
69865 77300 • 3 Combination tool –           borer, awl and notch 49 54 13 0.90 29.0 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69865 77300 • 3 Cutting tool 33 26 8 1.26 7.0 0 0 Large M/B>G
69865 77250 • 1 ?Notch >48 34 11 – 20.2 0 3 – M/B>G
69865 77250 • 2 Piercer/borer 56 55 14 1.01 32.7 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69865 77250 • 2 Notch 34 43 10 0.79 15.0 0 2 Large M/B>G
69870 77280 Scraper 51 44 14 – 41.5 2 0 – M/G
69415 77300 • 2 Concave scraper 55 43 17 1.27 49.9 2 1 Large M/G
69465 77360 • 3 Cutting tool 53 35 12 1.51 24.2 3 0 Large M/G
69465 77360 • 2 • 43 25 9 1.72 9.5 0 2 Diffuse D>M/G
69475 77370 • 3 Piercer 32 22 8 1.45 4.4 3 0 Small –
69475 77370 • 2 • 33 31 8 1.06 6.8 2 1 Diffuse L/G
69475 77350
69475 77330 • 2 Cutting tool 65 43 11 1.51 33.2 2 2 Diffuse M>L/G
69485 77400 • 3 Piercer 34 30 7 1.13 5.6 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69485 77390 • 2 Retouched edge ?tool 45 44 18 1.02 32.2 2 1 Small M>L/G
69490 77330 • 2 Piercer/borer 48 47 12 1.02 32.6 0 1 Diffuse M>G
69500 77410 • 3 Knife 68 40 8 1.70 26.9 2 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69500 77320 • 3 Cutting tool 21 33 6 0.63 4.3 0 0 Large L/G
69510 77430 • 3 • >36 >20 12 – 7.4 0 0 – L/G
69510 77330 • 3 End scraper >40 39 14 – 22.5 1 0 Large M>G
69515 77310 • 3 Scraper + notch 70 35 12 2.00 30.8 2 0 – L/G
69515 77470 • 3 Scraper >29 41 14 – 15.5 1 0 – D/G
69520 77340 • 3 • 40 34 13 1.17 12.5 2 0 Large L/G
69530 77340 – – –
Bag   
Number  





1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
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OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores Flakes
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OXCMS	1992.38			:			Mapledurham	Fieldwalking	:	Pack	Saddle	North	1991/2		
Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the right or left Lateral Margin (LM).




3 of 6 Prepared – LN/EBA Small flake cutting tool, cutting edge along LLM and around proximal end. Invasive retouch on RLM to facilitate handling. Heavily patinated - completely white
Crushed Hinge LN/EBA Waste flake heavily patinated - white
Prepared Plunging Neo-BA Cutting edge on RLM. Some invasive retouch on dorsal side to facilitate handing.
Simple Feather BA Concave scraper/spokeshave at distal end. Small area of invasive retouch removing cortex on dorsal side at proximal end to facilitate handling.
Flat Step BA-MBA Thick flake, small area of retouch on LLM. Possibly a scraper.
Crushed Hinge BA Waste flake
– – 3 BA-MBA Only 3 flake removals from one platform. 
Simple Feather ?	Palaeolithic
Very large wedge shaped, primary flake possibly Upper Palaeolithic, similar to some of the Peppard Common flints in Ashmolean and British Museum. RLM has evidence or 
use wear so suggest this was a cutting tool, probably for butchery, the edge is still sharp but very ragged, no sign of any rolling. Dorsal side has had some invasive retouch 
to facilitate handling.   Bag has written on it "Rough Cut?".
•
Crushed Step BA-MBA Wedge shaped flake RLM thick (18mm) with retouch to facilitate handling. LLM thin cutting edge with retouch at proximal end.
– – 3 BA-MBA Only 3 flake removals from one side, no platform preparation evident, more  like a "bashed lump".
Prepared Hinge LN/EBA
Triangular shaped flake – narrow proximal and broad distal end. Retouch at corner of RLM and distal end forming borer. Awl point made towards LLM at distal end.  Notch 
has been made at the centre of LLM. Straight RLM has retouch along whole length, possibly used for cutting. Invasive retouch on dorsal side to facilitate handling. •
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Fine retouch along length of distal end. Retouch and/or use wear along length of RLM. 
– Feather BA Primary flake. Retouch along length of RLM. Natural hole in the lake near the distal end has been opened up to form deep U-shaped notch.
Abraded Hinge BA Large, broad flake. Point has been formed at corner of LLM and distal end by retouch along upper LLM.
Prepared Feather BA
Notch has been made on RLM with retouch along proximal end and distal end to facilitate handling. Straight LLM has use wear along cutting edge, retouch at distal end to 
facilitate handling.
– – BA-MBA Natural - thermal flakes. Area of retouch along one side suggests scraper, although it leads to a pointed corner so perhaps borer?
4 of 6 Flat – BA Thick flake with concave scraper (32mm wide) at the distal end where there is extensive retouching. Retouch on RLM to facilitate handling. •
Prepared Hinge LN/EBA Backed cutting tool with retouch along length of LLM and around distal end to facilitate  handling. Cutting edge has evidence of use wear and damage. Heavily patinated.
Crushed Step BA Waste flake
Flat Feather BA Small pointed flake. Retouch along length of RLM and LLM to facilitate handling. Point at distal end.
Unprepared Feather BA Waste flake
Appears to be natural piece of shattered flint. Might have been subjected to heat.
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Simple knife/cutting tool. Use wear along LLM. RLM has cortex along length.
Abraded Plunging BA Piercer point at corner of LLM and distal end. Retouch along LLM and distal end.
Prepared Feather BA Retouched along margins, no obvious use, perhaps has a cutting edge.
Prepared Feather BA-MBA Cherty flint. Retouch along distal end and corner of LLM creating a small point. Point is focus of further retouch.
Prepared Feather Meso/Early	Neo Backed Knife, invasively retouched on both sides. Cutting edge on LLM, some use wear damage which may have led to discard. Similar to L-Leaf I found at Spanhill Copse. • •
Abraded Step Neo-BA Simple cutting tool – left handed. Use wear on RLM. Retouch on distal end to facilitate handling
– Feather BA Waste flake
Prepared – LN/EBA Thick flake end scraper. Abrupt retouch on distal end to form scraper. Abrupt retouch along RLM.
Prepared Feather BA Flake was not well knapped although flint looks good quality. Invasive retouch on ventral side RLM forming ?scraper. Invasive retouch on LLM at proximal end for notch.
– Feather BA Scraper formed on RLM by abrupt and invasive retouch. Retouch along distal end to facilitate handling. 
Flat Hinge BA Waste flake

































Source material  
Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69550 77360 • 3 • 48 33 12 1.45 24.3 2 0 Large M/G
69550 77380 • 3 • 21 30 9 0.70 5.3 2 0 Large M>L/G
69560 77420 • 3 Cutting edge 26 34 15 0.76 14.6 0 0 Large M/G
69560 77460 • 3 Cutting edge 37 40 9 0.92 12.4 3 0 Large ?L/G
69560 77350 • 1 End Scraper 56 32 16 1.75 25.0 0 3 Small M>G
69560 77480 – – –
69570 77450 • 2 Hafted scraper 58 62 15 0.93 39.1 1 1 Small M/B>G
69570 77450 • 3 Piercer 35 >21 4 3.4 2 0 Small L/G
69570 77390 • 3 ?tool 33 41 11 0.80 21.1 1 0 Diffuse D>L/G
69570 77310 – – –
69570 77506 • Retouched edges >48 >30 >20 22.6 0 0 – M/G
69580 77450 Borer 45 36 19 – 23.5 2 0 – Brown
69580 77480 – – –
69600 77330 • 2 Piercer/borer 38 44 14 1.25 23.0 2 1 Large M/G
69600 77340 • 3 Concave scraper 30 42 8 0.71 11.0 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69600 77500 • 2 Borer 26 16 6 1.62 3.7 0 1 Small M/G
69640 77390 • 34 43 34 – 67.2 0 1 – M/G
69675 77400 • 1 • 36 16 8 2.25 3.2 0 1 Large M/B>G
69680 77360 • 2 Knife 45 53 12 0.84 45.1 2 2 Large M/G
69685 77290 • 2 • 26 18 8 1.44 4.3 2 1 Small L/G
69695 77380 • 3 Cutting tool 30 33 14 0.90 11.1 2 0 Large M/G
69700 77340 • 2 Concave scraper/spokeshave 33 37 8 0.89 9.0 1 1 Large M/B>G
69455 77350 • 3 Concave scraper/spokeshave + cutting edge + notch 39 58 22 0.67 38.0 3 0 Small M/G
69455 77350 • 2 Cutting tool 44 40 14 1.10 20.0 2 1 Small M/G
69455 77350 • 2 • >33 37 13 14.0 1 1 – M/G
69480 77360 • 3 Spokeshave + cutting tool 56 44 9 1.27 23.8 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69485 77420 • 3 • >33 29 6 – 9.3 0 0 – M/B>G
69485 77420 • 1 • 35 29 11 1.20 14.9 0 3 Large M/G
69505 77460 • 2 ?Scraper 31 49 18 0.63 32.6 2 1 Large M/B>G
69505 77460 • 3 Piercer >30 >18 6 – 2.7 0 0 Large D>M/B>G
69510 77420 – – – – – –
69515 77330 • 0 Cutting tool 40 42 7 0.95 12.4 3 0 Large –
69515 77330 • 1 Tranchet tool ?axe 53 30 11 1.76 21.8 2 1 Diffuse M/G
MDGC91      
Pack Saddle 
North
OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores
Natural flint with 






(gram) 0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the right or left Lateral Margin (LM).




4 of 6 Crushed Feather BA-MBA Waste flake
Prepared Hinge BA Waste flake
Flat – BA Cutting edge on RLM. Retouch on distal end to facilitate handling.
Flat – BA Short cutting edge on RLM. Retouch on distal end to facilitate handling.
Simple – BA Primary flake, removing large knobbly lump (16mm at distal end, 6mm at proximal end). Abrupt retouch at distal end. Retouch along RLM and LLM to facilitate handling.
Bag has IF on it, I think this is a piece of natural flint with thermal break.
Prepared Feather LN/EBA
Unusual shaped right-angled triangular flake, due to flint nodule. Invasive and abrupt retouch along whole of straight LLM. Pointed corner of proximal end and RLM has been 
retouched and looks as though it was hafted here. •
– Hinge EBA-BA Proximal end has been retouched to a point forming piercer.
Abraded Step BA Possible tool, either notch (proximal end platform has "perfect" notch and is abraded. Or cutting tool – LLM has possible use wear.
Bag has "Bashed Lump" on it, I think this is a piece of natural flint with thermal break.
– – – BA-MBA Bag has core on it, but there are no platforms or definite flake removals evident. Bashed lump fits this item although one edge has been extensively retouched.
– – BA-MBA Possible river flint, has been amongst gravel as a deep yellowy brown colour. Invasive retouch on one side to enhance point. Retouch around point suggests borer.
Bag has core on it, disagree looks natural to me. 
Flat – BA-MBA Badly struck flake. Abrupt retouch along length of distal end to point at corner of RLM. Retouch along RLM including possible notch. Bag has 2 items, second is natural.
Unprepared Feather BA-MBA Poor knapping. Distal end is concave and has had abrupt retouch along it. No other retouching evident.
Prepared Feather BA Flake shape is like a small orange segment. Blunt distal end is pointed and still has cortex at tip. Both RLM and LLM have retouch to facilitate handling. 
– – 5 Neo-BA
Cube-shaped core typical of Neolithic knapping practices. 2 platforms at 90° to each other, show preparation by abrasion. Possible later use as strike-a-light, 2 faces show 
signs of repeated striking.
Abraded Feather BA Waste flake
Abraded Step Neo-BA
Quadrant shaped flake. It has invasive retouch over ventral side and part of dorsal leading to cutting edge. Some of the retouch looks like re-sharpening the cutting edge as 
they are almost tranchet flake removals. RLM has been backed to facilitate handling. •
Unprepared – BA Waste flake
Prepared Feather BA Use wear on RLM suggests cutting tool. Some of the retouch at proximal end may be for handling rather than platform preparation.
Prepared Step BA Retouch along concave distal end to form scraper/spokeshave. Abrupt retouch along LLM and RLM to facilitate handling.
Prepared Feather LN/EBA
Thick flake, first removal after core was rotated 90° previous platform is on LLM and flake scars on dorsal side correspond to removals from here. RLM has retouch along 
concave edge forming scraper/spokeshave. Dorsal end has retouch along two thirds from LLM possible cutting edge. With notch on end near RLM.
Abraded Feather EBA-BA Cutting edge along RLM. Retouched on LLM at proximal end. Retouch along distal end to facilitate handling.
– – BA Waste flake
Prepared Feather LN/EBA
Large spokeshave/concave scraper has been made on distal end adjoining RLM. Further retouch at corner of distal end and LLM forming are pointed right angle unclear 
why. Partial retouch and possible use wear along LLM. •
– – BA Waste flake
Prepared Feather BA Primary waste flake
Prepared Feather BA Heavy hammer strike has produced a double cone at proximal end. Retouch along part of distal end suggests scraper? Minor retouch on RLM.
Prepared – BA Possible piercer, point broken at distal end with notches on either side. Fine retouch on RLM near distal end to facilitate handling.
– – – Bag has core fragment written on it. 
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Retouch extends around distal end, along LLM and RLM. Probably used for cutting, use wear damage on edge. Heavily patinated flake.
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69520 77330 • 2 Cutting tool 45 39 10 1.15 13.5 0 1 Large L/G
69520 77330 • – 42 34 20 – 34.0 0 2 – M/G
69520 77310 • 1 Chopper 55 59 26 2.11 80.8 2 3 Large D>M/G
69550 77410 • 2 Piercer/borer 59 30 10 1.96 19.4 1 1 Large D>M/G
69550 77410 • 2 • 39 >54 8 – 18.8 1 1 Large M/G
69560 77330 • 3 retouched edge >30 >23 9 – 7.8 1 0 – L/G
69560 77330 • 3 • 36 >25 5 – 4.7 0 0 Large L/G
69560 77280 • 1 • 33 >30 12 – 13.5 0 3 Large M/G
69560 77280 • 2 ?tool 53 40 7 1.32 10.7 1 2 Diffuse M>L/G
69560 77280 • 3 Hollow scraper + Borer 35 50 15 0.70 34.5 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69575 77300 • 2 Cutting tool 62 48 8 1.29 20.0 0 1 Small M>L/B>G
69580 77530 ? 65 49 28 – 97.1 1 1 – M/G
69585 77420 • 3 Serrated edge 18 40 6 0.45 3.9 3 0 Diffuse –
69690 77360 • 3 Denticulate 32 25 6 1.28 4.8 2 0 Large M>L/G
69455 77320 • 3 Cutting edge and/or notch 33 24 5 1.37 4.6 3 0 – –
69455 77370 • – 33 45 29 – 51.1 3 0 – –
69475 77290 • 3 Scraper 38 35 8 1.08 10.2 1 0 Large M>L/G
69485 77380 • 2 • 33 >24 12 – 7.0 0 1 Large L/G
69520 77450 • 3 • >29 15 7 – 2.9 3 0 – L/G
69530 77430 • 2 Piercer 45 43 12 1.04 23.0 1 1 Large M/G
69530 77430 • • >21 >17 6 – 1.6 0 1 – M/G
69535 77330 • 2 Cutting edge 26 16 6 1.62 3.3 0 1 Large M/G
69540 77310 • 3 • >20 18 5 – 1.1 2 0 – L/G
69540 77410 • 3 Nose Scraper 44 39 14 1.12 22.3 0 0 Large D>M/G
69540 77350 • 3 Scraper >41 40 15 – 37.9 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69545 77450 • 3 ?piercer >33 34 7 – 8.6 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69545 77480 • 3 Cutting tool 50 25 11 2.00 13.3 2 0 Large L/G
69550 77460 • 3 Borer 54 79 12 0.74 55.1 2 0 Large M>L/G
69550 77460 • 3 Scraper 68 44 20 1.54 75.7 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69550 77460 • 3 Denticulate 34 39 8 0.87 11.3 0 0 Large M>L/G
69555 77390 • 3 – • 30 28 11 1.07 10.4 0 0 Diffuse L/G
69560 77340 • – 42 57 40 – 96.1 1 1 – D>L/G
69560 77340 • 3 Notch x2 41 38 9 1.07 16.5 1 0 Large M/G
69570 77470 • 3 Cutting edge 23 29 7 0.79 5.9 0 0 Small M/G
69580 77330 • 3 Borer 42 38 13 1.10 20.8 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69580 77330 • 2 Borer 28 28 7 1.00 6.2 0 2 Small M/B>G
0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
Bag   
Number  
Natural flint with 
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the right or left Lateral Margin (LM).




5 of 6 Prepared – BA Bifacial retouch at distal end forming cutting edge. Retouch along length of RLM and LLM at proximal end to facilitate handling. Concave part of LLM may be spokeshave.
– – 4 BA-MBA Small nodule with a few flake removals, not really a core as such.    Bag also had another item of flint in it which appears to be natural.
Flat Feather BA-MBA Expedient tool, large square wedge shaped flake with retouch and use wear along whole of straight distal end. Retouch along part of LLM at distal end.
– Step BA Broken piercer point at proximal end, with retouch all around point. Backed along RLM at distal end.
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Waste flake
– – BA Fragment with abrupt retouch along one edge.
Flat Hinge BA Waste flake
Simple Feather BA Waste flake with plough damage
Simple Hinge BA-MBA Irregular shaped flake with partial retouch on LLM and RLM. Possible point at proximal end of LLM. Possible notches on RLM. 
Flat Hinge EBA-BA Combination tool, hollow scraper on RLM and borer on LLM.
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Thin, even flake. Both RLM and LLM edges are very sharp and slightly curved LLM convex, RLM concave. Retouch along length of LLM possible re-sharpening edge.
– – – Bag has core on it. Large lump of flint, looks like has had some flake removals but no platforms evident. May have been frost fractured.
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Small broad flake. Retouch along distal end and around RLM giving serrated edge. LLM may have been hafted.
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Deep notches along RLM creating a denticulate edge. 5 teeth evident.
6 of 6 – – Neo-BA Medial flake segment. LLM is very straight and has evidence of use wear as cutting edge. RLM has a concave area which has been extensively retouched to facilitate handling as cutting tool, but may also be a notched area for use a  hollow scraper.
– – 3 Neo-BA Small exhausted core, one side has quartzite inclusion plus evidence of heat damage. Only 3 flake removals evident from 2 opposing platforms.
Prepared Feather BA Abrupt retouch along RLM forming scraper. Retouch along LLM to facilitate handling
– – BA Waste flake fragment
– – Neo-BA Plough damaged flake.
Prepared Step Neo-BA Thick flake with a blade flake scar on dorsal side. Retouch at corner of proximal end and LLM to form piercer/borer. Retouch at distil end to facilitate handling.
– Feather – Spall
Abraded – BA-MBA Retouch and use wear along LLM.
– Feather – Spall on bag. Very pointed fragment.
Unprepared Step MBA-LBA Expedient tool, poor knapping of flake. Abrupt retouch on dorsal side at corner of RLM and distal end to form nose scraper. Abraded along LLM to facilitate handling.
Prepared Hinge Neo-BA Scraper on LLM. Retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.   Bag has another piece of flint which I consider to be a plough struck fragment.
Unprepared – BA Retouch at distal end around what appears to be a broken point. Abraded along RLM and LLM to facilitate handling.
Abraded Hinge Neo-BA Retouch along RLM cutting edge may have been to re-sharpen edge.
Prepared Hinge Neo-BA
Janus flake, bulb of percussion on both ventral and dorsal side - where an additional flake broke off with the strike. Concave area of retouch at junction of RLM and proximal 
end forming a borer on LLM. Flake is heavily patinated plus some iron staining. •
Flat Step BA-MBA
Thick flake, possibly from a natural piece of flint as other sides appear to have thermal fractures. Retouch at distal end forming small nose scraper at junction of RLM. RLM 
is abraded to facilitate handling. 
Flat Hinge EBA-BA Flat, even flake with retouch along RLM creating 3 denticulate "teeth" which have been damaged in use. Small area of retouch at proximal end to facilitate handling.
Flat Feather BA-MBA Waste flake
– – 4 BA-MBA More like a bashed lump than a core, but there are 2 platforms and some flakes have been removed.
Abraded Step BA Retouch at distal end forming large notch, retouch on LLM forming small notch.   Bag has 4 items in it 2 of which appear to be natural flint. 
Crushed – BA Retouch and use wear along distal end. Invasive retouch on ventral side at proximal end to facilitate handling. 
Crushed – BA-MBA Basic borer has been made at corner of distal end and RLM. 
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69585 77350 • 2 • 48 34 9 1.41 13.3 1 1 Large M>L/B>G
69590 77390 • 3 Cutting edge (denticulate) 42 25 11 1.68 11.9 1 0 Large M>L/G
69590 77350 • 3 Scraper 46 40 11 1.15 30.9 2 0 Large M/G
69595 77340 • 2 • >33 49 15 – 27.2 1 1 Small D>L/G
69595 77300 • 2 Cutting edge and/or notch 34 37 10 0.91 15.1 1 1 Small M/G
69595 77300 • 2 • 40 27 13 1.48 11.4 0 1 Large M/G
69595 77450 • 2 Notch 39 30 6 1.30 10.4 1 1 Large M/B>G
69600 77450 • 2 Awl 59 38 19 1.55 28.3 1 1 Small M/G
69600 77530 • 3 Awl 36 50 9 0.72 11.8 2 0 Large L/G
69600 77540 • 2 Piercer 51 40 20 1.27 30.2 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69610 77390 ?• – 29 48 22 – 43.1 1 1 – D>M/G
69610 77440 • 3 – • 34 32 6 1.06 7.1 0 0 Large M/G
69610 77440 – Borer 42 48 19 – 48.9 2 – – M/G
69610 77440 • Cutting tool 47 40 17 1.17 30.8 0 1 – D>M/G
69615 77410 • 3 Cutting tool 46 42 10 1.09 25.9 1 0 Large M/G
69620 77500 • 3 Cutting tool 33 34 10 0.97 12.1 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69620 77440 • 3 Concave scraper 43 34 6 1.26 11.0 2 0 Large L/G
69620 77410 • 2 Cutting edge 45 26 12 1.73 13.3 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69620 77410 • 3 Cutting tool 59 43 24 1.37 53.4 0 0 Large M/G
69620 77430 • 3 • 51 23 16 2.21 14.7 0 0 Large M/G
69620 77430 • 3 Horned scraper 41 40 13 1.02 22.8 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69620 77490 • 2 Crested blade 36 21 11 1.71 5.3 1 1 Small M/G
69620 77450 • 3 Cutting tool >28 19 7 – 4.3 2 0 Large L/G
69625 77380 • 2 Cutting tool 50 41 13 1.21 28.8 1 1 Large M>G
69630 77430 • 3 Piercer 45 >26 12 – 13.1 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69630 77430 • 3 • >22 19 7 – 2.8 0 0 – M>G
69635 77520 • 2 • 42 47 15 – 31.9 1 1 Large M>G
69635 77490 • 3 Cutting tool 37 37 10 1.00 15.2 1 0 Large M>L/G
69640 77510 • 1 Piercer 30 27 7 1.11 7.1 0 3 Large D/G
69640 77430 • 2 Cutting tool 52 43 10 1.20 29.0 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69655 77400 • 3 Cutting tool >33 25 8 – 6.7 1 0 – M>L/G
69660 77470 • 3 Piercer 37 28 3 1.32 3.4 3 0 Diffuse –
69665 77540 • 2 Hafted Borer 52 45 19 1.15 33.7 2 1 Large M>G
69670 77480 • 3 Cutting tool 42 31 4 1.35 6.6 3 0 Large –
69670 77390 • 3 • >22 33 7 – 4.5 1 0 – M/B>G
69685 77330 • 2 • 33 34 10 0.97 11.0 0 1 Large M/G
Bag   
Number  
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the right or left Lateral Margin (LM).




6 of 6 Unprepared Step BA-MBA Waste flake
Abraded Step BA Retouched cutting edge on RLM with saw like edge – 2 notches forming 3 denticulates. Retouch on LLM, distal end and proximal end on dorsal side to facilitate handling.
Prepared Step Neo-BA Flint has a flaw in it which affected the strike leaving a lump on the ventral side. Retouch at distal end forming scraper. Retouch along LLM and RLM. •
Abraded – BA Waste flake
Abraded – BA Retouch/use wear along RLM. Notch at distal end.
Prepared Step BA Waste flake
Prepared Hinge EBA-BA Notch midway on LLM. Retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
Prepared Hinge BA Irregular flake struck at 90° to dorsal scars. Retouch along RLM concentrated at small "hooked" point probable use to score or make a groove. Large concave area on LLM.
Prepared – EBA-BA Broad flake, even thickness. LLM has retouch along it concentrated at small "hooked" point at distal end. Distal end has been modified to facilitate handling. •
Prepared Plunging EBA-BA
Thick flake at proximal end with distinct point (18mm) at distal end. Retouched on all edges, abrupt retouch on LLM at proximal end, could have been used as a scraper too 
(bag has "SCR" on it) although primary use must have been as piercer and this retouch is to facilitate handling as such. • •
– – 3 BA-MBA Not a very convincing core, 3 visible flake removals from different sides. No obvious platforms.
Prepared Hinge Neo-BA Waste flake
– – Neo-BA Bag has core on it, possibly either large waste flake or natural. Invasive retouch over whole of one face to facilitate handling, other retouch around broad point.
– Plunging BA-MBA Cutting tool, has had invasive and retouching modification to all faces and edges. Cutting edge at proximal end.
Abraded – Neo-BA Large, broad flake of even thickness. Retouch and use wear around distal end and RLM. 
Prepared Step Neo-BA Bifacial retouch along LLM possibly sharpening cutting edge. Backed along RLM.
– Feather Neo-BA Thin, even flake. Large notch has been made at corner of proximal end and RLM, removing pert of the platform. Retouch along length of LLM, small point at centre.
Abraded Feather BA Cutting edge on LLM. Retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
Abraded Feather EBA-BA Cutting edge on LLM has been invasively retouched on dorsal side. Retouch along distal end to facilitate handling.
Prepared Feather BA Waste flake
Abraded – BA Horned scraper, deep concave scraper at distal end. Retouch along LLM and RLM to facilitate handling. • •
Prepared Step Neo-BA Scars on dorsal are at 90° from either side of central ridge with triangular cross section
Prepared – Neo-BA Broken blade type flake. Retouch along LLM and RLM.
Abraded – BA Cutting edge on RLM, retouch and use wear along edge. Partial retouch and abrasion along RLM.
Flat – BA Wedge shaped flake (12mm thick RLM, 1mm LLM). Abrupt retouch along whole of thick RLM on edge, ventral and dorsal sides. Broken at distal end, probably pointed.
– Feather BA Waste flake
Simple Hinge Neo-BA Waste flake with plough damage and heavy patination on dorsal side only.
Prepared Plunging Neo-BA Short cutting edge on LLM. Retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
Unprepared Feather Neo-BA Retouch along RLM and distal end. Point at corner of RLM and distal end.
– Feather Neo-BA Retouch and use wear on cutting edge at distal end. Invasive retouch around proximal end to facilitate handling.
– Feather BA Broken at proximal end, cutting edge along LLM and backed at distal end. Retouch along RLM.
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Very thin, even flake pointed at distal end with abrupt retouch along margin leading to point. 
Abraded Step BA
Large hooked point at corner of LLM and distal end which has been the focus of retouch. 2 areas of retouch midway on LLM and RLM plus abrasion on central dorsal ridge 
indicate the tool was hafted at proximal end. •
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Cutting edge at distal end. Tapers at proximal end with retouch at lower end of LLM and RLM suggests it was hafted. 
6 of 6 – Feather BA-MBA Waste flake fragment
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Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69535 77150 • 2 Cutting tool 21 33 14 0.63 7.3 0 1 Large M/B>G
69550 77000 • 2 Cutting tool >42 42 6 – 13.0 0 1 Large M>L/B>G
69560 77210 • 3 End scraper 36 30 6 1.2 8.7 2 0 Large M>L/B>G
69565 77100 • 2 End scraper 55 37 18 1.48 29.0 1 1 Small D>M/G
69575 77130 • – • 42 55 39 – 95.7 2 0 – L/G
69575 77200 • 2 Piercer 22 32 7 0.68 6.2 0 1 – D>M/G
69585 76780 • 3 Cutting tool >21 21 2 – 1.1 1 0 – L/B>G
69585 77070 • – 52 46 34 – 84 1 1 – M>L/G
69585 77050 • 2 Hollow scraper 39 48 13 0.81 24.4 1 1 Large M/B>G
69585 77050 • 3 • 30 20 8 1.5 4.2 2 0 Small M/B>G
69585 77090 • 2 Spokeshave 52 29 7 1.79 14.6 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69585 77090 • 2 ?tool – retouched edge 43 22 7 1.95 8.1 0 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69585 77090 • 3 Cutting tool 32 37 9 0.86 11.6 1 0 Diffuse L/G
69600 76760 • – 60 45 38 – 135.4 2 1 – D>M/G
69600 77210 • 3 ?Nose scraper 45 24 8 1.87 10.5 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69605 77090 • 3 Knife/cutting tool 48 43 10 1.11 22.0 3 0 Small M>L/B>G
69615 77010 • 2 Piercer/awl 22 27 7 0.81 3.8 0 1 Large M/B>G
69615 77070 • 3 ?tool – retouched edges 34 36 10 0.94 17.4 3 0 Diffuse L/G
69615 77070 • 3 Cutting tool >42 18 8 – 6.2 0 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69615 77100 • 3 Piercer/awl 29 20 5 1.45 3.9 0 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69615 77220 • 3 • >18 14 4 – 0.9 0 0 – L/G
69620 77150 • 3
?Awl + hollow scraper
50 34 14 1.47 25.4 3 0 Small M/G
69620 77150 • 3 Cutting tool 37 41 14 0.90 19.5 3 0 Small –
69635 76780 • 2 Cutting tool – hafted 66 35 17 1.88 27.6 1 1 Small M/G
69635 76900 • 1 Notch 38 25 7 1.52 6.2 0 3 Diffuse M/B>G
69635 76950 • 3 Scraper 37 66 14 0.56 50.1 3 0 Small M>L/G
69635 77130 • 3 Strike-a-light 25 15 3 1.66 2.1 0 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69635 77130 • 3 Notch >26 16 5 – 2.0 0 0 – M/G
69635 77130 • 3 Piercer 25 18 5 1.38 2.2 0 0 Diffuse M/G
69640 77160 • 2 Scraper 40 >37 6 1.08 12.1 0 1 Large M>L/B>G
69645 76930 • 2 Scraper 45 30 9 1.50 14.0 0 2 Large M/G
69650 76850 • 2 End and/or concave scraper 48 59 12 0.81 30.7 1 2 Large M/G
69655 76770 • 3 Piercer + notch >31 >26 9 – 5.3 0 0 Large M/G
69665 77000 • 2 Hollow scraper 48 >27 8 – 9.3 1 1 Large M>L/B>G
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




1 of 11 Unprepared Feather BA-LBA Thick badly knapped flake, retouch along distal end and around pointed Left Lateral Margin (LLM). Pobable cutting tool.
– Step BA-LBA Thin even flake, scars on dorsal side show previous removals from opposite directions meeting at central ridge. LLM has retouch along it, extending around proximal end.
Prepared – BA Thin flake, abrupt retouch at distal end forming scraper. Backed along LLM and Right Lateral Margin (RLM).
Abraded Step BA Thick wedge shape flake thicker at distal end (18mm) than proximal (8mm). Distal end has abrupt retouch over surface forming scraper. Abrupt retouch along length of LLM.
– – 6 BA-LBA Core has been used as a hammer stone or strike a light once exhausted.
– Step BA-LBA Small point at corner of broken edge and RLM. Retouch along break and LLM.
– Feather Meso-EBA Curved end of thin flake. Has fine retouch on part of LLM. Possibly part of Mesolithic composite tool, or a thinning flake of a later date (probably the latter).
– – 5 BA-LBA More like a bashed lump, a few flake removals from 1 platform, 1 removal from a second. 
Abraded – BA-LBA Retouch along distal end towards RLM. Point at corner of RLM and distal end with concave curved RLM below. Retouch along inside of concave curve forming scraper.
Cortex Feather BA Waste flake
Prepared Plunging EBA-BA Even thickness, twisted flake. Concave area on LLM has abrupt retouch and use wear abrasions. Distal end has abrupt retouch to facilitate handling, 
Unprepared – BA Flake has invasive retouch along LLM on ventral side. Retouch around distal end.
Prepared – BA Cutting edge on LLM, retouch and use wear.
– – 10 BA Core has 2 definite platforms possibly 3 at 90° to each other. Other flakes removed at random.
Crushed – BA Flake has abrupt retouch at narrow distal end suggesting it might have been a nose scraper. 
Prepared Hinge EBA-BA Cutting edge on LLM, retouch and use wear. Backed on RLM. Invasive retouch around proximal end to facilitate handling. •
Prepared Hinge EBA-BA LLM has distinct point (6mm) which has been enhanced by abrupt retouch along edge. Possibly pebble flint. •
Flat – LN/EBA Heavily patinated flake. Abrupt retouch on LLM, around distal end and along RLM possibl scraping edges?. Invasive retouch at distal end on dorsal side. •
Prepared – BA Thick long rod-like flake with trapezoid cross section. LLM has abrupt retouch along length. RLM has sharpened cutting edge with use wear. Tool has snapped at distal end. •
Prepared Step EBA-BA Small thin flake with invasive retouch over dorsal and ventral sides. Small, broken point at distal end has been the focus of retouch. Backed along LLM and RLM.
– Feather Neo-BA Waste flake – spall
Abraded Feather ?Early Large thick flake. Retouch along LLM and RLM. Small point at centre of LLM is focus for retouch. Deep curve on dorsal side at proximal end is abraded and may be concave scraper. Ridge at centre of dorsal side is abraded, possibly to facilitate handling. Flint is heavily patinated and iron stained suggesting earlier date, possibly Palaeolithic? 
Abraded Hinge ?Early Thick, broad, cherty, wedge shaped flake. Cutting edge is along LLM with retouch and use wear evidence. Heavily patinated and iron stained.
Unprepared Plunging BA-LBA Cutting edge on both LLM and RLM sides towards proximal end, re-sharpening retouch on LLM use wear on both margins. Hafted at proximal end, both LLM and RLM curve inwards and RLM has abrupt retouch 1/3 from distal end.  
Cortex Feather Neo-BA Small primary flake, Notch has been formed at junction of LLM and distal end with fine abrupt retouch, which extends around distal end.
Abraded Feather ?Early Very broad flake, possibly re-used Early Neolithic axe thinning flake as dorsal retouch is from opposing sides. 75% of flake has very heavy patination while the remaining 25% not so much and is where there is abrupt retouched along thick and wide proximal end to form scraper. •
Prepared Plunging ?Mesolithic Small elongated flake. Thick distal end has evidence of being struck repeatedly at random. 
– – Mesolithic Medial section of blade flake with triangular cross section. No ripples evident on either side. Deep notch with fine abrupt retouching on one margin, backed on opposite margin. Small area of invasive retouch at one end to facilitate handling.
– Feather Meso-EBA Small broad flake with invasive retouch over dorsal side. Proximal end has been modified to form a point. Backed along RLM at distal end and along distal end.
Cortex – LN/EBA Flat with even thickness disc shaped scraper with plough damage to most of RLM. Abrupt retouch extends from mid LLM around distal end to break. •
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Abrupt retouch along length of LLM. Retouch on RLM.
– – BA-LBA Abrupt retouch along RLM with main focus on rounded corner with distal end. Abrupt retouch continues along distal end forming concave area with second rounded protrusion  which has been damaged, then continues down LLM. 
Flat Feather BA Piercer at corner of LLM and distal end, damage to point. Notch formed along broad distal end. Damage to LLM at proximal end. Abrupt retouch extends around all edges, bilateral retouch along RLM.
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Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69670 76700 • 3 Notch 45 34 12 1.32 16.6 0 0 Diffuse M/G
69670 77050 • 3 • 29 19 7 1.52 3.4 1 0 Small M/B>G
69670 77100 • 3 Hollow scraper 38 53 10 0.71 26.3 2 0 Diffuse M/G
69680 76790 • 3 Broken blade >34 18 10 – 6.6 3 0 Small M/G
69690 76890 • 3 Awl and/or ?Scraper 38 39 8 0.97 13.2 2 0 Large M>L/B>G
69700 77280 • 3 • 28 16 5 1.75 1.9 3 0 Small –
69515 76800 • 2 Cutting tool >38 28 16 – 17.2 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69545 77150 • 2 End scraper 61 40 15 1.52 34.1 0 2 Small M/B>G
69545 77150 • 2 • 23 26 7 0.88 2.9 0 2 – M/B>G
69545 77220 • 3 • >30 23 7 – 3.6 0 0 Large M/B>G
69555 77040 • 2 • 52 47 6 1.10 16.7 0 2 Small M/B>G
69555 77040 • 2 End Scraper 46 38 8 1.21 21.6 0 1 Large M/G
69555 77040 • 2 Piercer/awl 30 29 4 – 1.9 0 1 – L/G
69555 77070 • 3 Piercer/awl 23 30 7 0.76 6.2 0 0 Small Brown
69560 76880 • 3 • 29 20 5 0.68 3.4 1 0 Small M>L/G
69575 77080 • 3 Piercer/awl 27 16 6 1.68 2.4 0 0 Large L/G
69575 77080 • 2 Piercer/awl 30 28 8 1.07 5.8 0 1 Large M/G
69575 77080 • 3 Side scraper 36 29 12 1.24 12.8 1 0 Large M>L/G
69595 76920 • 2 ?tool – retouched edges 25 >25 5 – 3.8 0 1 Large M>L/G
69600 76930 • 3 Scraper 64 57 18 1.12 71.1 2 0 Small M>L/G
69615 77110 • 2 Hollow scraper 50 31 10 1.61 17.9 1 1 Small D>M/G
69615 77150 • 2 Cutting tool 28 25 11 1.12 8.8 0 1 Small D/G
69615 77150 • 3 Piercer 41 40 15 1.02 8.4 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69625 76880 • 3 Large notch + piercer 60 41 13 1.46 24.5 1 0 Large M/G
69630 76850 • 3 Scraper + point 63 43 9 1.46 29.7 3 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69645 76780 • 3 • >24 22 5 – 2.2 0 0 – L/B>G
69645 77070 • 3 • 20 25 5 0.80 2.6 1 0 Large M>L/G
69645 77070 • 3 • >30 17 6 – 2.8 0 0 – D/G
69645 77070 • 3 Piercer x 2 + large notch 68 38 13 1.78 31.2 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69645 77150 • 2 Piercer + notch / denticulate 51 38 12 1.34 21.70 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69650 76720 • 2 Hafted tool ?Scraper 60 52 18 1.15 43.6 1 2 Small D>M/G
69650 77070 • 3 Cutting tool 45 32 11 1.40 13.00 1 0 – Brown
69655 76910 • 2 • 19 41 9 0.46 6.00 0 1 Large Brown
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




1 of 11 Abraded Hinge Neo-BA Sub rectangular flake of even thickness. Notch has been made in centre of distal end with fine retouch extending to corner of RLM. Retouch along RLM on ventral side. LLM appears to have been abraded.
Unprepared Feather BA-LBA Waste flake
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Large broad flake, heavily patinated over 80% with some iron staining. Wide shallow notch has been made on distal end. RLM has been backed.
Crushed – Neo-BA Proximal end of broken blade flake (plough) with parallel sides and triangular cross section. Retouch and use wear along LLM. RLM has plough damage. Pale blue patination.
Abraded – Neo-BA RLM has two notches – with broken point between them. Abrupt retouch along length of LLM and around distal end forming scraper, or for handling.
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
Unprepared – BA-LBA Wedge flake, plough damaged. Cutting edge on RLM with bilateral retouch.
Cortex – BA-LBA Large thick flake. Short distal end (19mm wide 9mm thick) has abrupt retouch forming end scraper. Backed on LLM by abrupt retouch and on LLM by semi abrupt retouch. •
– – BA Waste flake
Abraded – BA Waste flake
Crushed Feather BA Waste flake
Retouched Retouched Neo-EBA Classic end scraper, could be Neolithic or LN/EBA in date. Thick oval flake with abrupt retouch extending 180° from mid- LLM around distal end to mid-RLM. Retouch on lower RLM to facilitate handling, lower LLM has remaining cortex. • •
– Feather Meso-EBA Small, thin distal end of bladelet flake, with parallel sides and central dorsal ridge. Point is at corner of distal end and RLM with fine retouch leading to point on both margins. Backed on LLM.
Prepared Feather Meso-EBA Small flake of pebble flint. Retouch along LLM and RLM. Retouch at distal end focused on small point. Retouch on ventral and dorsal side at point. •
Unprepared Feather BA Waste flake
Prepared Step BA Small flake with "hooked" point on LLM near distal end, only minor retouch around point. Backed along RLM.
Prepared Hinge BA Small broken point mid LLM with retouch on either side. Backed along RLM.
Abraded – BA-LBA Thick flake. Side scraper with abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch on LLM. Some damage to distal end.
Prepared Step BA Small flake with break at corner of LLM and distal end. Retouch along LLM and RLM. Possibly a piercer with end snapped off, or cutting tool.
Prepared – Neo-EBA Large thick flake. Abrupt retouch at distal end forming scraper. Abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch along RLM and minor retouch and abrasion along LLM to facilitate handling. •
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Rectangular blade-like flake of even thickness. Invasive retouch over whole of ventral side extending from LLM. Concave scraper formed on lower half of LLM with pointed "horns" at either end. RLM has cortex remaining along length. • •
Cortex Feather BA Small flake with retouch and edge wear use on RLM. 
– Step BA-LBA Irregular shaped flake with point at junction of distal end and RLM. Retouch all around point. Invasive retouch on ventral side at proximal end to facilitate holding.
Prepared Hinge LN/EBA Large notch on mid-RLM with retouch to inside and along RLM to distal end, further retouch below at small point on RLM towards proximal end. LLM has retouch and abrasion along entire length. •
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Large rectangular flake, Patinated and iron stained, Quite thin and even thickness. Abrupt retouch at distal end, Retouch and possible use wear on LLM (cutting?). Point mid-RLM with retouching around. •
– – Neo-BA Waste flake
– Feather Neo-BA Waste flake – bulb
– – Meso-EBA Medial section of blade flake with triangular cross section. Invasive retouch over dorsal side but no edges have been retouched.
Abraded Step BA-LBA Thick flake with a hooked point at distal end with retouch on ventral side. @2nd point at corner of RLM and distal end. Wide shallow notch on LLM close to distal end.
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Sub-rectangular flake, Series of points and notches along RLM possible denticulate edge. Notch on LLM near distal end appears to be connected to a broken pointed corner at distal end. Backed along remaining LLM retouch along distal end.
Cortex Feather BA-LBA Large primary flake. Abrupt retouch possible scraper around corner of distal end and RLM. Retouch and possible concave area at distal end. Retouch forming concave area on RLM and LLM at proximal end probably for hafting.
Retouched Step BA-LBA Possible pebble flint. All margins have been retouched, RLM may be cutting edge.
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Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69655 76690 • 3 Piercer 23 39 6 0.58 8.8 0 0 Large D>M/G
69655 76960 • 3 Blade 48 18 8 2.60 7.0 1 0 Small M>L/B>G
69660 76830 • 2 • >27 25 6 – 3.3 0 1 Small M/G
69660 76950 • 2 ?Nose scraper or borer 46 39 12 1.17 20.6 1 1 Small M/G
69665 76720 • 2 Piercer >31 28 5 – 3.9 1 1 – D>M/G
69665 76910 • 2 Piercer 57 40 14 1.42 32.4 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69665 77140 • 3 Piercer 22 >31 8 – 4.1 1 0 Small L/G
69670 77000 • 2 Cutting tool >32 13 5 – 2.5 0 1 – Mottled
69670 77000 • 3 ? Chisel arrowhead 30 25 6 1.20 5.0 0 0 Small L/G
69670 77080 • 2 Notch x 2 46 28 8 1.64 11.3 1 1 Small M/G
69690 76740 • 2 Piercer 33 50 7 0.66 14.9 2 1 Large D>M/G
69690 77250 • 2 Large notch / hollow scraper 59 26 11 2.26 21.7 1 1 Large M/G
69815 76940 • 2 ?Nose scraper 25 33 6 0.75 5.5 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69565 77200 • 3 Scraper + notch 35 34 7 1.02 12.4 2 0 Large L/B>G
69580 77070 • – 24 46 39 – 47.7 2 1 – M/G
69580 77080 • 3 Scraper 60 30 18 2.00 36.8 1 0 Large Mottled
69590 77160 • – 47 48 26 – 85.9 2 1 – M/G
69620 7680 • 3 Cutting tool 45 35 11 1.28 16.3 3 0 Large M>L/B>G
69620 76930 • 2 ? Broken Piercer/borer >50 28 10 – 14.0 2 1 Large M>L/B>G
69625 77020 • 3 Cutting tool 23 31 7 0.74 6.5 0 0 Diffuse L/G
69625 76810 • 2 Scraper 37 65 7 0.56 28.1 0 1 Large M/B>G
69635 77010 • 3 • 34 23 7 1.47 8.5 2 0 Large L/B>G
69635 77040 • 2 Blade / knife 62 21 9 2.95 14.0 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69640 76900 • 3 Scraper 42 41 15 1.02 30.3 1 0 Large M/G
69640 77090 • 2 ?Nose scraper or borer 55 30 13 1.83 23.9 0 1 Large Mottled
69645 76690 • 3 Cutting tool 45 45 18 1.00 31.6 2 0 Large M/B>G
69650 76820 • 2 Piercer 40 32 8 1.25 13.0 2 1 Large M/G
69650 78860 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges 58 44 9 1.31 26.3 1 0 Large M/G
69650 78860 • 3 Notch 41 45 13 0.91 26.1 1 0 Large M/G
69650 78860 • 2 End scraper 38 26 12 1.46 13.9 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69655 76840 • 3 Notch >28 12 6 – 2.9 0 0 Diffuse L/B>G
69655 76840 • 3 Cutting tool 17 44 16 0.38 17.1 2 0 Large L/G
69655 77110 • 2 Spokeshave/Hollow scraper 46 46 14 1.00 21.3 0 2 Large D>M/G
69665 76660 • 2 Cutting tool >25 40 6 – 8.6 1 1 – M/G
69665 77130 • 2 Borer + 2 notches 63 40 11 1.57 31.2 1 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69680 77110 • 2 Cutting tool 43 34 12 1.26 19.9 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69680 77170 • 3 Side Scraper 58 44 18 1.21 58.9 3 0 Small M/G
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




2 of 11 Abraded Hinge BA-LBA Wide piercer made at corner of LLM and proximal end. Point measures 12mm. Backed on RLM.
Prepared Feather EBA-BA Blade like flake. Damaged cutting edge on LLM. Backed along RLM.
Unprepared – BA-LBA Waste flake – spall
Flat – BA-LBA Nose scraper or borer at pointed distal end. Partial retouch on LLM and RLM To facilitate handling.
Crushed Feather BA-LBA Flake fragment with point on LLM and retouch from proximal end. Small area of retouch at distal end LLM side.
– Step Neo-BA Large, thick flake with small, broad point mid LLM with retouch around point. Backed RLM has been abraded along edge plus retouch at proximal end.
Crushed Feather BA-LBA Small irregular flake with broken point (10mm remains) on RLM at corner of proximal end. Retouch along concave RLM 
– Feather Meso-EBA Bladelet flake with triangular cross section. Retouch and use wear on both LLM and RLM. •
Prepared – Neo-BA Possible chisel arrowhead (or blank) - but not the best example. Triangular flake with pointed distal end. Narrows at proximal end for hafting. Some retouch around distal end. •
Prepared Step BA Thick flake with 2 notches, one at distal end with retouch all around the other mid-RLM with retouch extending to distal end. Partial retouch on RLM.
Cortex Feather Neo-BA Broad flake of even thickness. Point (5mm) on distal end with retouch leading from corner of RLM and notch on the other side. Abrupt retouch along LLM, backed on RLM. •
Prepared – Neo-BA Thick, even flake. Large notch / hollow scraper mid LLM, inside edge has use wear abrasion. Abrupt retouch along RLM to facilitate handling. •
Cortex Feather BA-LBA Small broad flake. Pointed LLM with retouch all around blunted end ?nose scraper? and leading up to it. Backed along distal end.
3 of 11 Abraded Step LN/EBA Scraper at distal end and notch mid-LLM. Backed along RLM.
– – 5 BA Single platform core. Has cortex remaining on one side. Platforms have abraded edges.
Retouched Plunging BA-LBA Thick irregular flake. Retouched at proximal end forming end scraper. Abrupt retouch along LLM at proximal end. Backed along RLM.
– – 8 Neo-BA Large core with 2 platforms at 90° and some large flake removals.
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Cutting edge on LLM with use wear damage. Backed along RLM.
Cortex Feather BA-LBA Broken point at corner of LLM and distal end with notch/retouch below on LLM. Small area of retouch on RLM near proximal end and on opposite LLM possibly hafted.
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Small, broad flake. Cutting edge on RLM with edge use wear. Area of invasive retouch on proximal and distal ends and LLM to facilitate handling.
Crushed Hinge BA-LBA Very broad flake of even thickness. Scraping edges on LLM.
Unprepared Feather BA Waste flake
Abraded Hinge Neo-EBA A true blade flake with parallel sides, central dorsal ridge and triangular cross section. RLM is the cutting edge with invasive retouch and use wear. LLM has plough damage, but remaining edge has fine abrupt retouch to facilitate handling. • •
Prepared Step BA-LBA Irregular shaped flake. Part of LLM has a large protrusion with an edge measuring 25mm which has abrupt and semi abrupt retouch forming scraper. Retouch on RLM around corner of distal end and down to proximal end, area of retouch on LLM near proximal end to facilitate handling. May have been hafted, but unlikely.
Prepared – BA-LBA Thick flake with broad, pointed distal end with partial retouch, retouch extends along LLM and RLM to about midway.
Flat Feather BA-LBA Thick irregular flake with damages cutting edge at distal end. Backed along RLM.
Unprepared Plunging BA-LBA Thick irregular flake with "hooked" point at corner of distal end and RLM with retouch all around. Piercer measures 12mm but tip is missing. Backed on LLM and RLM.
Prepared Step BA-LBA Areas of retouch on LLM and RLM but no obvious purpose for tool. Does have a point at distal and  at corner of LLM but no retouch connected to them.
Prepared Step BA-LBA Expedient tool, with notch at distal end.
Unprepared Step BA-LBA Abrupt retouch at distal end forming scraper.
Prepared – Meso-EBA Proximal end of bladelet flake. Notch on LLM. Backed by fine retouch on RLM.
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Cutting edge on distal end.
Prepared Hinge BA Primary flake. Concave edge at distil end has fine retouch along it making spokeshave edge. Backed along RLM.
– Step Neo-BA Proximal end of broad, thin flake. Abrupt retouch on both LLM and RLM. Retouched and cutting use wear on broken edge.
Retouched Hinge LN/EBA Thin wedge shaped flake. Borer at corner of distal end and RLM. Notches on RLM with retouch between. LLM has bilateral retouch along length. Invasive retouch around proximal end on ventral side. •
Abraded Step BA-LBA Cutting edge on LLM with use wear damage. Backed along distal end.
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Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69680 77170 • 3 Piercer 46 34 10 1.35 14.0 1 0 Large L/B>G
69690 77180 • 2 – • 31 27 9 1.14 7.4 0 1 Large M/B>G
69675 76960 • 2 Piercer/awl 38 30 10 1.26 10.8 1 1 Large M>L/G
69685 77020 • 2 Cutting tool 47 27 15 1.74 20.8 1 1 Large M/G
69695 76670 • 3 Piercer/awl >39 60 9 – 29.9 2 0 Diffuse M>L/B>G
69695 76790 • 3 Piercer/awl 49 22 6 2.22 11.1 1 0 Large M>L/B>G
69695 77160 • 3 – • 24 25 6 0.96 2.2 0 0 Large L/G
69695 77200 • 2 Cutting tool / knife 52 37 10 1.40 20.9 0 1 Large M/G
69710 76680 • 3 Cutting tool – hafted >63 37 9 – 27.9 1 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69710 76940 • 3 Piercer/awl + notch >26 18 4 – 1.9 2 0 – L/G
69730 76790 • 2 Cutting tool 46 52 17 0.88 48.9 1 2 Diffuse M>L/G
69730 76800 • 2 Cutting tool 26 32 7 0.81 6.7 1 1 Large M/G
69730 76800 • 3 – • 33 23 1.5 1.43 4.5 1 0 Small M/B>G
69730 76800 • 3 Cutting tool 29 31 11 0.93 11.8 2 0 Small L/G
69735 76920 • 3 Piercer + notch 28 35 8 0.80 7.0 3/0 0 Large M>L/B>G
69730 76930 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges >27 >33 9 – 5.9 1 1 Diffuse L/B>G
69735 76680 • 2 • 19 25 12 0.76 7.6 0 1 Small M/G
69735 76860 • 3 Piercer 24 33 8 0.72 6.0 3 0 Small –
69735 76950 • 2 Scraper 54 >37 15 – 35.7 0 3 Large M/G
69735 76950 • 2 • 22 24 8 0.91 3.5 1 1 Large L/B>G
69735 77010 • 3 Notch 29 39 17 0.74 18.8 1 0 Large M/B>G
69745 76950 • 3 Cutting tool 37 22 8 1.68 7.1 0 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69745 76950 • 3 • 19 28 7 0.67 3.9 0 1 Large M/B>G
69750 77060 • 2 • 45 26 7 1.73 8.7 2 1 Small M/G
69750 77060 • 2 Scraper >29 30 6 – 7.5 0 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69750 77060 ? • – 42 42 30 – 73.4 – 1 – M/G
69755 76900 • 2 End scraper 50 25 16 2.00 15.4 2 1 Large M/G
69755 76900 • 3 Cutting tool >26 19 6 – 3.5 0 0 Small D>M/G
69755 76910 • 3 • 47 19 8 2.47 6.2 2 0 Large L/G
69755 77070 • 3 • 35 47 15 0.74 22.8 3 0 Large –
69760 76940 • 3 Piercer/awl + concave scraper 49 43 7 1.13 20.6 1 0 Large M/B>G
69760 77000 • 2 Hollow scraper >51 40 17 – 39.1 1 1 Large M/B>G
69785 76890 • 3 Piercer 50 42 11 1.19 28.5 0 0 Large M>L/G
69780 76900 Tool Chopper 54 60 22 – 122.9 1 1 – M/G
MDGC91      
Pack Saddle 
South
OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores Maximum Measurements
4 of 11





(gram) 0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
Natural flint with edge 




Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




3 of 11 Unprepared Feather BA Pointed distal end has retouch all around. Retouch extends down length of RLM and part of LLM.
Cortex Step BA-LBA Waste flake, possibly pebble flint
4 of 11 Prepared Step EBA-BA Small sharp point on LLM near distal end. Backed along RLM
Prepared Plunging EBA-BA Wedge flake with plough damage to cutting edge on RLM with retouch. LLM has cortex along length.
Crushed – BA-LBA Proximal end of a large, broad, even thickness flake. Small point has been made on broken edge by deep notch either side. No other retouch. 
Prepared Feather LN/EBA
Rectangular flake of even thickness. Parallel edges and parallel edges to previous flake removal seen by dorsal scars. Small sharp point at distal end with fine retouch around. 
LLM has been backed by fine abrupt retouch along length. RLM has been backed by retouch and abrasion. •
– Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Cutting edge along LLM with abrupt and semi abrupt retouch to sharpen edge. Partially backed along thicker RLM.
Prepared – Neo-EBA Cutting edge on LLM with bilateral retouch and use wear damage. Hafted at distal end.
– Feather Neo-EBA
Small distal end of flake with central ridge down dorsal side. Small  point at corner of RLM and distal end with fine retouch all around on ventral side. Notch either side on LLM 
and RLM with fine retouch along margins. 
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Large, thick, square shaped flake. RLM is cutting edge, showing edge wear damage. LLM has cortex all around. 
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Small triangular flake. Cutting edge along convex LLM. Backed along distal end and RLM.
Unprepared Hinge BA Waste flake
Unprepared Step BA Wedge flake with cutting edge on thin LLM showing retouch and use wear. Backed along distal end an RLM by abrasion.
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA
Dorsal side has creamy white surface which the retouch has removed. Flake has 2 points on distal end with retouch forming notched area between. Point at corner of RLM and 
distal end has broken tip. Backed along LLM and RLM.
Cortex – Neo-BA Proximal fragment of flake broken at 45°. Retouch on RLM and at proximal end. 
Unprepared Feather BA-LBA Waste flake, possibly pebble flint
Unprepared Plunging BA Heavily patinated flake. Piercer is at the junction of LLM and proximal end. Backed along distal end and RLM to facilitate handling. 
Prepared – BA-LBA Thick flake with extensive plough damage at distal end, remaining area has abrupt retouch suggesting scraper. Backed along RLM.
Cortex Hinge BA-LBA Waste flake
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA Small thick flake. Wide notch on LLM with retouch around inside of concave area. Backed on RLM.
Abraded Step BA-LBA Cutting edge with use wear damage on RLM. Backed along LLM.
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Waste flake
Unprepared Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
– Hinge BA-LBA Small scraping edge on LLM. Retouch at proximal end forming concave edge.
– – 5 BA-LBA Bashed lump.
Unprepared Feather BA Abrupt retouch at distal end forming scraper. Partial retouch on LLM and RLM to facilitate handling.
Prepared – EBA-BA Proximal end of blade flake. Cutting edge on LLM with edge use wear. 
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Waste flake
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Waste flake, heavily patinated and iron stained. 
Prepared Feather LN/EBA
Large flake of even thickness. Point at corner of RLM and distal end with retouch along distal end. RLM has concave area with semi abrupt retouch at distal end, remaining RLM 
has abrupt retouch. •
Abraded – BA-LBA Abrupt retouch mid-LLM forming concave scraper.
Prepared Feather BA Pointed distal end has retouch all around. Retouch extends down part of RLM and LLM. 
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Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69785 77110 • 2 Scraper 29 54 26 0.53 42.7 1 3 Large M/B>G
69785 77110 • 2 Piercer/awl 25 30 16 0.83 13.6 0 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69785 77110 • 2 • 30 28 11 1.07 3.7 0 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69785 77160 • 2 Cutting tool 58 36 8 1.61 25.1 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69785 77160 • 2 Piercer/awl 23 19 7 1.21 2.5 0 1 Small M/B>G
69795 76750 • 3 Piercer/awl 27 21 3 1.28 2.1 1 0 Diffuse M>L/B>G
69800 77090 • 3 ?Nose scraper or borer 39 33 8 1.18 12.0 0 0 Large Mottled
69840 77090 • 2 Scraper 36 54 16 0.66 25.8 2 1 Large M/G
69850 77180 • 2 Cutting tool >22 34 11 – 7.6 0 1 – M/G
69675 76730 • 2 Awl + spokeshave 39 32 8 1.21 13.9 0 2 Large M/G
69675 77030 • 2 Scraper 39 40 9 0.97 13.6 0 2 Large D>M/G
69675 77080 • 2 Blade / knife 57 19 6 3.00 10.2 0 1 Small D>M/G
69675 77080 • 2 Piercer 28 39 9 0.71 12.3 0 2 Diffuse M/B>G
69700 76700 • 3 • 32 38 5 0.84 6.1 0 0 Large M/G
69720 77000 • 3 Piercer/awl 27 26 8 1.03 6.9 1 0 Large M>L/G
69725 76880 • 2 ? Nose Scraper >59 38 13 – 32.0 2 1 Large M/G
69725 76940 • 3 Notch 30 25 5 1.20 4.1 0 0 Large M/G
69730 76820 • 2 Hollow scraper 51 45 7 1.13 21.1 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69730 77070 • 2 Piercer/awl 38 58 13 0.65 32.7 0 1 Large M/G
69730 77070 • 2 • >37 24 9 – 9.2 1 1 – M/G
69730 77070 • 2 • 26 17 7 1.52 4.5 0 2 Small M/G
69730 77180 • 3 Hollow scraper + notch 60 43 14 1.39 37.9 2 0 Diffuse M/G
69730 77180 • 3 Scraper >41 >46 15 – 34.1 3 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69730 77180 • 3 Borer 33 41 8 0.80 11.2 0 0 Large M/G
69730 77180 • 3 • 34 >26 12 – 12.5 1 0 Diffuse L/G
69735 77070 • 2 • 34 40 17 0.85 19.7 0 1 Large M/G
69750 76730 • 3 Cutting tool 38 36 10 1.05 11.8 0 0 Small M/B>G
69750 76750 • 3 End scraper 68 53 15 1.28 65.4 2 0 Large M/G
69750 76800 • 2 Scraper 43 39 15 1.10 28.9 0 1 Large M/G
69750 77170 • 3 Cutting tool >39 38 8 – 13.0 2 0 – M>L/G
69755 76940 • 2 Piercer 39 31 9 1.25 10.7 1 1 Large M/G
69755 76950 • 3 Piercer/awl 54 >43 11 – 31.4 2 0 Small M/B>G
69760 76950 • 3 Borer >25 34 12 – 9.8 1 2 Large M/G
69765 77060 • 2 Cutting tool >29 18 8 – 4.5 1 1 Small M/G
69775 76870 • 3 Notch x 2 47 31 9 1.51 13.1 2 0 Large M/B>G
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Pack Saddle 
South
OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores
Natural flint with edge 







Bag   
Number  
0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%





Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




4 of 11 Prepared Feather BA-LBA Broad irregular flake, possibly pebble flint. Retouch around distal end forming scraper.
Prepared Step BA-LBA Small point at distal end with retouch either side and extending down LLM. 
Cortex Feather BA-LBA Waste flake
Prepared Step BA-LBA Cutting edge along LLM, has use wear and plough damage. Backed along length of RLM.
Prepared Feather BA Small flake with pointed distal end and retouch all around. 
Prepared Step EBA-BA Small thin flake. Retouch at distal end and along RLM is focused on pointed corner.
Abraded – BA-LBA Blunt point at distal end (10mm across x 8mm) Abrupt retouch over end ?Nose scraper or Borer. 
Prepared – BA-LBA Retouch Along RLM and LLM with a possible scraper on both.
– Feather BA-LBA Distal end of irregular flake. Cutting edge at distal end.
5 of 11 Prepared Feather EBA-BA Primary flake. Concave edge at distil end has fine retouch along it on ventral side – possible spokeshave edge – leading up to point at corner of RLM, which has abrupt retouch from distal end for 10mm on dorsal side. Concave area mid LLM has been made by double notch and retouch on ventral side making narrow spokeshave. •
Prepared Feather EBA-BA
Broad flake. Fine abrupt retouch along entire length of distal end to point at corner of RLM, here focus of retouch extends down RLM with invasive retouch near and around 
proximal end to facilitate handling. Backed on LLM by abrupt and invasive retouch. 
Prepared Hinge Neo-EBA
A true blade flake with parallel sides, and dorsal ridge scar. Trapezoid cross section. Very similar to blade in Bag 3 found at 69635 77040, see above. RLM is cutting edge with 
retouch and use wear. LLM has cortex along entire length. • •
Prepared Step BA-LBA Short, broad flake. Point (7mm) at corner of LLM and distal end has been focus of retouch. Backed along remaining distal end and around RLM.
Prepared Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
Prepared Feather LN/EBA Square flake with point at corner of distal end and RLM. All edges have fine retouch both abrupt and semi-abrupt. • •
Prepared – BA-LBA
Proximal end of large flake. Break has retouch all over edge (handling), retouch extends down both LLM (scraper) and RLM. Broad point at corner of break and LLM possible 
nose scraper?
Prepared Feather BA Notch mid LLM. RLM has retouch and extensive damage.
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA Flat flake with even thickness. Large concave area on RLM with retouch around inside forming scraper. Backed along LLM and part of distal end (remainder hinge).
Unprepared Plunging BA-LBA Large irregular flake. Very fine point 3mm long and 1mm wide has been made on RLM at distal end with retouch all around. Backed on remaining RLM and distal end.
– – BA Waste flake
Cortex Feather BA Waste flake
Abraded Hinge BA-LBA Abrupt retouch on thick distal end forming hollow scraper. Notch mid-LLM. Backed along RLM.
Prepared – BA-LBA Thick flake fragment. Retouch around proximal end forming scraper.
Unprepared Step BA-LBA Broad point at corner of distal end and RLM with minor retouch around. Partial retouch on distal end, LLM and proximal end to facilitate handling.
Abraded Hinge Neo-BA Waste flake
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA Waste flake
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA Cutting edge on RLM with Retouch and use wear.
Prepared – LN/EBA Large flake, oval shape. Abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch around distal end. Retouched along LLM and RLM to facilitate handling. Invasive retouch on dorsal side. • •
Cortex Step BA-LBA Broad point at distal end with minor retouch. Abraded along LLM and RLM to facilitate handling.
– Feather BA Broken flake – proximal end. Cutting edge on RLM with use wear damage.
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Point at distal end with retouch around corner with RLM. Retouch on LLM.
Abraded Hinge EBA-BA Large broad flake of even thickness. Broken LLM in antiquity. Small point has been formed mid RLM by notch and retouch. Retouch along RLM towards and around distal end. •
Cortex – BA-LBA Pebble flint. Proximal end of flake, with retouch along break forming borer at corner with RLM.
Retouched – BA Small broken flake, proximal end. Cutting edge along LLM with fine retouch along length. Retouch at proximal end to facilitate  handling.
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Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69775 76960 • 3 Piercer/awl x 2 32 31 6 1.03 6.4 0 0 Large Mid Brown
69780 76880 • 3 Piercer/awl + borer >52 45 10 – 19.3 2 0 Diffuse Mottled
69780 76880 • 3 Cutting tool >40 32 11 – 12.4 2 0 Large Mottled
69780 76880 • 2 Cutting tool >37 31 6 – 12.0 2 1 – M/G
69780 76880 • 2 • 25 21 5 1.19 3.2 1 1 Small M/G
69785 76670 • 2 • >21 25 5 – 3.4 0 2 Large Brown
69795 76880 • 2 End and side scraper >47 34 8.4 – 21.0 2 1 – M/G
69800 77130 • 3 • 17 >21 5 – 2.0 0 0 – M/G
69800 76950 • 3 Piercer 36 37 12 0.92 12.4 0 0 Diffuse M>L/B>G
69800 77080 • 2 • >30 30 13 – 13.5 0 1 – M/G
69805 76960 • 1 Cutting tool 31 31 15 1.00 14.6 0 3 Large Mid Brown
69810 77170 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 42 22 14 1.90 14.9 0 1 Large M/G
69810 77170 • 2 • 30 23 9 1.30 3.6 2 2 Large M/G
69810 76950 • 2 Spokeshave/Hollow scraper 32 34 6 0.94 7.9 0 1 Small L/G
69825 77090 • 3 End scraper 28 35 15 0.80 9.3 1 0 Small L/G
69825 77090 • 3 • >20 >21 2 – 0.6 0 0 Small Brown
69815 77130 • 3 Piercer/awl >30 37 8 – 10.5 2 0 – L/G
69815 77130 • 3 Notch 42 26 9 1.61 7.7 2 0 Large M>L/G
69820 77050 • 2 Cutting tool >45 36 12 – 20.2 0 1 Large M/G
69830 77090 • 2 Side scraper 50 33 11 1.51 21.5 1 1 Large M>L/B>G
69840 77180 • 2 • 26 42 9 0.61 10.8 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69840 77180 • 2 Scraper + spokeshave 52 53 12 0.98 34.2 0 2 Large M/G
69845 77200 • 2 Scraper 59 42 17 1.40 39.9 1 2 Large M>L/G
69885 77200 • 3 Cutting tool ?hafted >27 17 5 – 2.3 2 0 – L/G
69675 76670 • 3 Cutting tool and / or piercer 48 31 9 1.54 16.6 2 0 Large M>L/B>G
69675 76840 • 2 Piercer + notch 58 27 9 2.14 8.6 1 1 Large M/B>G
69700 76880 • 2 – 38 42 18 – 31.4 2 1 – D>M/G
69705 76810 • 2 Borer 32 35 10 0.91 9.8 1 1 Large M/G
69715 76980 • 2 Piercer/awl 40 31 9 1.29 10.6 2 1 Large L/B>G
69715 77050 • 3 Cutting tool >32 15 4 – 2.7 3 0 – –
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




5 of 11 Prepared Hinge LN/EBA Thin, sub-square flake of even thickness. A small point has been carefully made by notching either side mid way on both lateral edges. Point on LLM has additional invasive retouch on dorsal side. • •
– Feather EBA-BA
Pointed flake. Retouch all around pointed distal end with invasive retouch on dorsal side forming borer point. Retouch along length of RLM with small point made by notch either 
side midway. Backed along LLM. • •
Abraded – EBA-BA Cutting edge along RLM with use wear damage. Retouch on broken distal end, fine retouch along LLM.
– Hinge BA Cutting edge along RLM with use wear damage. Retouch on broken proximal end, cortex along LLM.
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Small thinning flake – invasive retouch all over dorsal side from different angles.
Prepared – Neo-BA Waste flake
– – LN/EBA
Sub rectangular flake of even thickness. Abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch all around distal end and extending down LLM. Proximal end has abrupt retouch removing platform and 
bulb, retouch extends down part RLM - probably to facilitate handling. Small area of cortex on RLM with strange greeny-yellow colour staining the flint immediately below. • •
– Feather BA Waste flake
Prepared – BA-LBA Point (12mm) at corner of distal end and RLM, basic retouch around and down RLM. Retouch along LLM.
– Step BA-LBA Waste flake
Cortex Feather BA Cutting edge on LLM with use wear damage. Backed along distal end.
Prepared Plunging BA-LBA Abrupt retouch on RLM, may be a scraper.
Crushed Hinge BA-LBA Waste flake
Abraded – BA-LBA Large concave area on LLM, with cortex on inside edge. Partial retouch on RLM.
Flat – BA-LBA Narrow distal end has abrupt retouch forming scraping edge. 
– Feather BA-LBA Waste flake
– Hinge BA-LBA Small piercer point has been formed on broken edge. Retouch on corner of distal end and along LLM.
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Deep irregular notch on LLM.
Flat – BA-LBA Cutting edge along LLM. Retouch along RLM. Distal end broken.
Prepared Plunging BA-LBA Side scraper, LLM has cortex edge with rubbing use wear evidence. RLM has abrupt retouch along it to facilitate handling.
Abraded Hinge BA-LBA Waste flake
– Hinge BA-LBA Irregular shaped flake. Distal end is rounded with cortex which has signs of rubbing. RLM has concave area near proximal end with retouch, opposite LLM is similar. 
Flat Feather BA-LBA Scraping edge along LLM. Backed along RLM.
– – Meso-EBA
Medial section of blade flake with triangular cross section. Fine retouch along LLM. RLM has concave area at proximal end suggesting it may have been hafted or composite 
tool. Broken Distal end has partial retouch. Broken proximal end also has retouch.
Abraded Feather EBA-BA
Rectangular flake of even thickness. Distal end is backed by very fine abrupt retouch along it which extends down part of RLM where it is bilateral. Remainder of RLM retouched 
on ventral side. LLM has retouch giving a slight saw-like edge which appears to have use wear. Corner of LLM and distal end is broken, but looks like it may have been a point, 
a lot of retouch on dorsal side focused here.
•
– Feather BA-LBA Diamond shaped flake, pointed distal end has minor retouch and slight damage. LLM has retouch/abrasion along length and notch mid-way.
– – 5 BA-LBA Small irregular shaped core with 4 removals from 1 platform, the other at 90°.
Cortex Retouched BA-LBA Small triangular flake with pointed distal end. Abrupt retouch along RLM and around broad pointed end which has some use wear damage. Partial retouch on LLM.
Abraded Plunging BA
Partial bilateral retouch along LLM to pointed corner at distal end where becomes much finer. Retouch at distal end to point. Regular abrupt retouch on RLM at proximal end, 
remainder and around part of distal end has cortex.
– Retouched Meso-EBA
Distal end of bladelet flake with trapezoid cross section and parallel edges to flint and dorsal flake scar. Fine abrupt retouch along RLM. Angled corner at RLM and distal end 
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Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69720 76880 • 3 Notch >39 38 15 – 20.5 2 0 Small M>L/G
69720 77180 • 2 Piercer 31 40 18 0.77 21.8 1 1 Small M/G
69725 77150 • 3 Piercer 48 34 9 1.41 16.0 1 0 Small M/G
69730 77020 • 3 Piercer 24 31 10 0.77 6.0 0 0 – M>L/B>G
69750 76900 • 38 22 38 – 52.5 3 0 – M/G
69750 76980 • 2 Scraper >49 40 12 – 30.9 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69750 77090 • 2 Piercer x 2 + notch 47 43 14 1.09 36.6 2 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69750 77090 • 3 31 22 5 1.40 2.9 2 0 Small L/G
69760 76780 • 2 Spokeshave/Hollow scraper 71 36 14 1.97 33.2 2 1 Small M/G
69760 76850 • 2 Borer/denticulate edge 67 41 12 1.63 32.9 2 1 Small M/G
69760 76900 • 2 Retouched edges >27 23 5 – 3.4 1 1 – M/G
69760 76900 • 3 Piercer 35 41 8 0.85 10.3 1 0 Large M/G
69760 76900 • 3 • 57 34 9 1.67 21.3 1 0 Large M/G
69760 77130 • 2 Cutting tool 65 36 15 1.80 32.4 1 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69770 76870 • 2 • >27 17 5 – 1.9 1 1 Small M/B>G
69770 76980 – Piercer 73 49 39 – 124.0 2 1 – M/B>G
69770 76980 • 3 • 26 23 5 1.13 2.4 1 0 Small M/G
69770 77090 • 2 Cutting tool 54 38 30 1.42 59.9 0 1 (side) Diffuse M/G
69770 77090 • 2 Cutting tool 43 31 11 1.38 14.6 1 1 Small M/G
69775 76840 • 2 Piercer/awl x 2 49 30 12 1.63 21.2 1 1 Large M/G
69775 76860 • 3 Scraper 29 >34 11 – 9.8 1 0 Small L/G
69780 77230 • 3 Awl 39 37 8 1.05 17.5 3 0 Large M/G
69785 76740 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges 44 48 10 0.91 22.9 0 0 Diffuse D>M/G
69785 76740 • 3 Piercer 25 30 5 0.83 5.0 1 0 Large M/G
69785 76740 • 2 • 20 35 10 0.57 6.6 0 1 Diffuse D>M/B>G
69785 76880 •  2 Piercer 29 43 8 0.67 9.3 1 1 Large M/G
69785 76880 • 3 Notch >25 >19 7 – 3.3 2 0 Small L/G
69785 76960 • 3 • 24 25 8 0.96 4.5 0 0 Large M/G
69785 76970 • 2 Cutting tool 26 29 6 0.89 4.7 2 1 Large D>M/G
69785 76970 • 3 Piercer 35 25 8 1.40 6.4 0 0 Small M/G
69785 77060 • 3 • >21 >35 11 – 7.8 0 1 Large L/G
69785 77060 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >29 31 11 – 12.9 0 0 Diffuse M/G
69800 77200 • 1 Cutting tool 25 43 14 0.58 11.1 0 3 Diffuse D>M/G
69805 76980 • 2 Borer 25 39 9 0.64 9.0 1 2 Diffuse M/G
69805 76980 • 2 • 37 33 10 1.12 13.1 2 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69805 76990 • 2 Piercer + concave scraper 43 31 11 1.38 16.8 1 2 Large M/G
0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
Flakes
Natural flint with edge 
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




6 of 11 Crushed – BA-LBA Proximal end of flake broken at distal end. Retouch on LLM with notch mid-way. Broken edge at distal end is abraded on ventral side.
Flat Hinge BA-LBA Broad flake. Point (10mm) at corner of distal end and RLM with retouch along RLM and part of distal end. Invasive retouch at corner of LLM and proximal end.
Prepared Retouched BA-LBA Pointed distal end has retouch all around. Retouch extends down length of RLM and part of LLM.
Crushed Feather BA-LBA Pointed corner at distal end and RLM with retouch on both edges leading to corner.
– – 6 Neo-EBA Good example of core. 4 flakes removed from main platform, another 2 at 90°. Flint is heavily patinated and iron stained. •
Abraded – EBA-BA Large, broad flake with broken distal end. Abrupt retouch along LLM. 
Flat Hinge Neo-BA Broad flake of even thickness. Broad point Mid RLM with retouch above and below. LLM is also retouched with second point
Prepared Retouched Neo-BA Small flake. LLM has retouch along entire length with point at mid-way.
Prepared Plunging BA-LBA RLM has concave area mi-way, with cortex on inside and abrupt retouching, which extends over dorsal side. LLM had been abraded.
Prepared Plunging BA-LBA
Large flake with retouch around broad point at corner of distal end and LLM which tapers in forming a deep V-shape on LLM with retouch along entire length small notches 
making denticulate edge. Partial abrupt retouch on RLM to facilitate handling. •
– Feather Neo-BA Broken distal end of blade flake, possible cutting edge on LLM.
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Short, broad point on LLM with notch either side. Retouch on distal end at corner with LLM which has a break.
Prepared Plunging BA-LBA Waste flake
Prepared Hinge BA Large flake of even thickness. Retouch and edge wear along both LLM and RLM - either could be cutting edge. Possibly hafted small notch with abrasion on lower RLM.
Prepared – Neo-BA Waste flake, proximal end of broken flake.
– – BA-LBA Natural flint with VERY pointed end which has been modified to form a heavy duty piercer. Also, retouch on opposite end to facilitate handling.
Prepared Plunging BA-LBA Waste flake
Prepared – BA Large thick wedge shape flake. Thin LLM is cutting edge with retouch and edge wear. Backed on thick (25mm) RLM by abrasion on ventral side and abrupt retouch on dorsal.
Prepared Step BA Cutting edge along LLM with abrupt and semi abrupt retouch to sharpen edge. Partially backed along thicker RLM.
Prepared Step BA-LBA Flat flake with even thickness. Snapped point at corner of LLM and distal end has retouch around. Abrupt retouch along LLM and RLM with a second small point near distal end.
Unprepared Feather BA Abrupt retouch on RLM forming scraping edge. No other visible retouch on any edges.
Prepared Feather Neo-EBA Retouch along LLM with small point mid-way formed by a notch either side. Backed along distal end and partial RLM. Heavily patinated and iron stained.
Prepared Feather EBA-BA
Broad flake of even thickness. Small broad point on distal end has been made by a notch either side and retouch over point. Backed along LLM by fine retouch extending 
around corner with distal end. Ragged RLM edge has cortex from irregular hole in flint where there is a second borer/piercer with broken end.
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA Small flake with point at corner of RLM and distal end by notch on RLM. Abrupt retouch along part of distal end to facilitate handling.
Cortex Step BA Waste flake
Cortex Feather BA-LBA Broad flake, pointed corner at LLM and distal end which has bilateral retouch around on distal end. Backed along LLM and distal end. Abrupt retouch on RLM at proximal end.
– – BA Small broken flake with wide notch on LLM. Fine retouch inside curve.
Flat Step BA-LBA Waste flake
Cortex Feather Neo-BA Small flake, cutting edge along broad distal end with retouch and use wear. Backed on LLM and RLM.
Prepared Feather BA Probably a thinning flake as dorsal side has invasive retouch. Point at corner of RLM and distal end with retouch along RLM.
Crushed – BA-LBA Waste flake
Prepared – BA-LBA Retouch at distal end ? Scraper. Retouch over point at corner of broken distal end and RLM.
Cortex Hinge BA-LBA Cutting edge on LLM, retouch and use wear.
Cortex Feather BA-LBA Small broad flake with retouch around pointed corner at RLM and distal end.
Crushed Plunging BA-LBA Waste flake
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Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69810 76950 • 2 Piercer/awl + notch 44 41 13 1.07 19.8 0 2 Large M>L/G
69810 77000 • 3 Piercer + awl 25 39 6 0.64 4.6 0 0 Diffuse M/G
69825 77020 • 1 Cutting tool 45 28 8 1.60 12.1 0 3 Large D>M/B>G
69825 77020 • 3 Piercer/awl 44 29 6 1.51 10.7 2 0 Small M>L/G
69825 77020 • 3 Borer 35 26 6 1.34 7.1 0 0 Large M/G
69825 77020 • 3 Cutting tool / serrated 20 34 9 0.58 7.0 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69825 77150 • 3 • >21 26 5 – 2.8 2 0 – L/G
69825 77190 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 37 39 9 0.94 20.5 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69860 77210 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges >49 52 10 – 24.7 1 2 Small Mottled
69675 77180 • 3 Cutting tool >29 34 7 – 7.1 3 0 – L/G
69700 77190 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 34 26 15 1.30 10.8 0 1 Small D>M/G
69705 76880 • 2 • 28 28 13 1.00 9.7 0 2 Large M/G
69705 76930 • 2 Cutting tool / serrated 40 24 10 1.66 9.1 2 1 Large M>L/G
69705 76930 • 2 • 22 22 8 1.00 4.2 1 1 Large M/G
69705 76960 • 2 Denticulate edge 28 24 7 1.16 4.8 0 1 Large M/G
69705 76990 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 53 33 8 1.60 22.8 2 1 Small M>L/B>G
69705 76990 • 2 Piercer >25 >19 5 – 2.5 0 2 – M/B>G
69705 77010 • 3 Awl 29 >21 10 – 4.7 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69705 77100 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >17 24 3 – 2.1 0 0 Large M/G
69710 76710 • 3 Awl >42 30 12 – 13.5 3 0 – M>L/G
69725 77090 • 3 Cutting tool 36 24 8 1.50 7.6 0 0 Diffuse M/G
69725 77090 • 3 Borer 46 40 7 1.15 13.0 0 0 Large Mottled
69735 76880 • 3 Scraper >37 33 6 – 8.2 2 0 – M>L/G
69735 76990 • 2 Scraper 56 21 12 2.60 22.9 0 2 Large D>M/G
69750 76860 • 2 42 34 18 – 25.0 1 2 – M>L/G
69750 76860 • 3 Cutting tool 24 30 5 0.80 4.8 0 0 Small M/B>G
69750 76880 • 3 Awl 26 24 5 1.08 4.5 0 0 Large M/B>G
69750 77040 • 1 Hollow scraper 43 48 14 0.89 26.2 0 3 Large M>L/G
69760 76840 • 2 ? Broken Borer/piercer >56 33 16 – 26.9 1 1 Large M/B>G
69760 76840 • 2 Piercer + notch 32 36 11 0.88 11.8 0 1 Small M/B>G
69760 76910 • 3 Cutting tool + notch + piercer 34 53 11 0.64 22.6 2 0 Large M/G
69760 76910 • 3 Spokeshave + notch + piercer 31 43 8 0.72 12.0 2 0 Large M/G
OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores Flakes
Natural flint with edge 





(gram) 0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
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South




Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




6 of 11 Unprepared Step BA-LBA Triangular shaped flake with broad distal end. Point at corner of distal end and LLM with retouch, natural notch beneath formed by hole, abrasion on inner edge. Abrupt retouch forming concave area on RLM at proximal end.
Prepared Feather BA
Broad, thin flake with small points made on opposite sides of LLM and RLM. LLM point is broad and flat with retouch along LLM to proximal end. RLM awl is "hooked" and very 
pointed, with an area of semi-abrupt retouch between proximal end and point to facilitate handling.
Prepared Hinge Neo-BA Primary flake, RLM has sharp serrated edge formed by contours of the cortex. LLM has small area of retouch near proximal end. Left handed cutting tool.
Abraded Retouched Neo-EBA
Rectangular flake of even thickness. Distal end is backed by very fine abrupt retouch along it which extends down part of RLM. Small point at corner of distal end and LLM has 
bilateral retouch around it, with abrupt retouch on dorsal LLM to mid-way then semi-abrupt retouch on ventral side to proximal end. Dorsal side has previous blade flake scar. •
Abraded Retouched BA-LBA Pointed distal end has retouch around. Backed by abrupt retouch along LLM and RLM.
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Cutting edge on distal end has irregular serrations along it. Backed along RLM. 
– Hinge Neo-BA Waste flake
Prepared Step BA-LBA Thick flake with partial retouch on distal end and LLM. No obvious use. Dorsal side has invasive retouch on LLM and proximal end. Possibly a scraper.
Prepared – LN/EBA Large thin flake. All edges have very fine abrupt retouch apart from broken distal end, suggesting this tool snapped when in use.
7 of 11 – Feather Neo-BA Distal end of square flake. Retouch and edge damage on RLM cutting edge Backed on LLM.
Prepared Retouched BA-LBA Irregular flake. Retouch around distal end, possibly a scraping edge?
Unprepared Plunging BA-LBA Waste flake
Cortex Hinge BA-LBA Short serrated cutting edge on RLM near distal end 3 points remain with retouch between each. Retouch continues down RLM. Backed on LLM at proximal end.
Unprepared Step BA-LBA Waste flake
Prepared Step BA Small thick flake with denticulate edge on RLM – 4 notches with 3 short teeth along edge. Backed along LLM.
Prepared Retouched LN/EBA
Rectangular flake of even thickness, central ridge on dorsal side. Extensive retouch along all edges with some invasive retouch on ventral side at proximal end. Semi-abrupt 
retouch at distal end - possible cutting edge? Large area of damage to edge on LLM – cutting edge?
– Feather BA-LBA Small pointed flake. Fine retouch along length of RLM to broken point at corner of RLM and distal end.
Prepared Retouched BA-LBA Flake fragment with point formed on distal end near RLM by fine retouch along distal end and small notch on RLM. Abrupt retouch along RLM.
Prepared – Neo-BA Proximal end of broken flake with abrupt retouch along break.
– Hinge Neo-BA Heavily patinated flake with slight yellowy-green tinge. Small point has been made on distal end by fine retouch either side. Backed along RLM by fine abrupt retouch.
Retouched Retouched Neo-BA
Small flake with central dorsal ridge and retouched along all edges. Cutting edge is along a diagonal from distal end to RLM, with retouch and edge wear damage. Extensive 
retouch on RLM at proximal end creating a rounded edge for ease of holding.
Abraded Retouched Neo-BA Broad, square flake with abrupt retouch along length of distal end with borer point at corner of LLM, made by a notch and abrupt retouch below on LLM. Partial retouch on RLM.
– Hinge Neo-BA
Distal end of flat, even thickness flake. Pointed proximal end with extensive abrupt retouch removing all trace of platform. Distal end has abrasion and partial abrupt retouch 
indicating use as scraper.
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Abrupt retouch around edge of rounded distal end forming end scraper. Retouch along LLM at proximal end.
– – 4 BA-LBA Irregular shaped core with random flake removals.
Crushed Hinge BA-LBA Retouch along both LLM and RLM, either could be cutting edge possibly both. Slight Edge wear damage to LLM.
Prepared Step BA-LBA Retouch along RLM is focussed on a small point near proximal end. Retouch also on LLM and distal end.
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Irregular shaped flake. Retouch along distal end gives small concave area near LLM, although a series of notches may indicate broken denticulate edge. Retouch on RLM.
Cortex – BA-LBA Pointed wedge shaped flake with broken distal end ?borer/piercer. Abrupt retouch on LLM and RLM at proximal end to facilitate handling.
Cortex Retouched BA-LBA Retouched at distal end, shallow concave area towards LLM forming pointed end with retouch around on ventral side towards RLM. Retouch on RLM. Small notch on LLM.
Cortex Hinge Neo-EBA Thick, broad flake. LLM has cutting edge with retouched edge and sharpening flake removal. Distal end has broad notch with retouch inside. RLM has retouch around point. •

































Source material  
Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69760 76910 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >28 24 3 – 2.7 3 0 Small –
69765 76990 • 3 Scraper + spokeshave 52 62 16 0.83 56.7 0 0 Small M/G
69765 77080 • 3 • >26 24 8 – 7.1 3 0 Small L/G
69765 77130 • 2 • 42 28 6 1.50 8.6 0 1 Large D>M/B>G
69765 77180 • 2 Piercer >25 30 9 – 8.1 1 1 – Mottled
69770 76770 • 3 Borer x 2 62 47 15 1.31 49.8 3 0 Large M>L/G
69770 76770 • 3 Notch >27 35 9 – 10.0 0 0 Large M/G
69770 76770 • 2 Cutting tool 27 17 5 1.58 3.0 0 1 Large M/G
69770 77020 • 2 Piercer >22 26 6 – 4.3 2 1 – L/G
69770 77190 – Chopper 37 46 23 – 46.2 1 3 – M/G
69770 77190 • 3 Cutting tool / knife 41 25 7 1.64 7.5 2 0 Small M>L/G
69770 77190 • 2 Notch >21 32 9 – 5.6 1 1 – M>L/G
69785 76870 • 2 Nose scraper 20 37 7 0.54 4.4 0 1 Small M/B>G
69785 76870 • 3 Piercer/awl >16 32 5 – 2.0 0 0 – M/G
69785 76950 • 3 Notch 32 42 15 0.76 20.1 1 0 Small M/G
69785 76980 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges >30 32 16 – 14.2 0 1 – M/G
69810 77080 • 3 • >21 12 4 – 1.1 3 0 Large –
69810 77100 • 1 Denticulate edge 45 25 10 1.80 16.6 0 3 Small M/G
69815 77000 • 1 Blade / knife 64 24 10 2.66 14.9 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69815 77180 • 3 Awl + scraper 38 42 17 0.94 30.0 1 0 Small M/G
69825 77080 • 3 Piercer/awl x 2 56 50 9 1.12 29.0 3 0 Small –
69825 77080 • 3 Piercer 44 35 5 1.25 9.2 2 0 Diffuse M/G
69840 77080 • 3 Cutting tool 32 32 10 1.00 10.2 0 0 Large D/G
69840 77110 • 3 Scraper – hafted 55 40 12 1.37 30.0 3 0 Diffuse M/G
69845 77090 • 2 Hollow scraper + 3 notches 50 58 8 0.86 31.2 0 1 Large D>M/B>G
69855 77200 • 2 Borer + 2 notches 43 35 6 1.22 7.6 1 1 Large M>L/G
69855 77200 • 3 Blade / cutting tool 39 20 7 1.95 7.3 1 0 Large M/G
69810 76750 • 3 Scraper >30 38 8 – 11.1 2 0 Large L/G
69825 76710 • 3 Piercer/awl 36 >30 9 – 11.3 3 0 Large L/G
69840 76880 • 3 Cutting tool 50 58 7 – 23.5 3 0 Diffuse L/G
69860 76770 • 3 End Scraper – hafted 58 32 16 1.65 28.8 3 0 Small M/G
0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
Flakes
Natural flint with edge 
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




7 of 11 Abraded – Neo-EBA Proximal end of very thin broken flake. Fine retouch evident along both RLM and LLM. Heavily patinated, white.
Abraded Retouched LN/EBA
Large thick flake with invasive retouch over dorsal and ventral sides. Concave scraper between proximal end and LLM with fine bilateral retouch along inner edge. Both LLM 
and RLM have abrupt and semi abrupt retouch which is either to form additional scrapers or to facilitate handling as spokeshave – or both. • •
Abraded – Neo-BA Waste flake
Unprepared Feather BA Waste flake, possibly could have been used for cutting.
– – BA
Medial section of flake with parallel sides and triangular cross section. Focus of retouch is one corner on RLM where invasive retouch on dorsal side has made point. Both 
broken edges have been retouched to facilitate handling.
Abraded Feather Neo-EBA
Large thick flake, possible a thinning flake as dorsal scars are multi directional. Retouch extends down RLM with focus at both ends forming points at corner with distal and 
proximal ends. Backed along distal end. Best hold in left hand.
Crushed Feather BA Retouch along distal end focused on small notch mid-way with invasive retouch on dorsal side extending to corner of LLM and along LLM to point mid-way. Retouch on RLM.
Abraded Hinge BA Small cutting tool, fine retouch along LLM with use wear damage. Cortex along RLM. 
– Step Neo-EBA Broken distal end of blade flake. Possible piercer on LLM, very fine retouch along edge with concave area and sharp point at break. Abrupt retouch along RLM.
– – BA-LBA Natural flint chopping tool. Chopping edge has been made by two large semi-abrupt flake removals creating a sharp edge on one side and short flake removals on the other.
Abraded Feather Neo-EBA Flat, even thickness, D-shaped flake cutting too/knife. Central ridge on dorsal running parallel to RLM. Fine retouch and edge wear to LLM. Backed by fine  retouch on RLM.
– Retouched BA-LBA Notch on distal end with retouch inside curved edge.
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Broad flake. Retouch along length of distal end, around and corner with RLM forming blunt point and down RLM
– Retouched EBA-BA Small fragment of distal end with very pointed corner of distal end and RLM, Abrupt retouch along length of distal end and over point. Backed on LLM
Flat Retouched BA-LBA Primary flake removed from a natural piece of flint as dorsal side is a thermal fracture. Distal end has wide shallow notch with retouch on wither side.
– – BA-LBA Broken flake with abrupt retouch around end and along both LLM and RLM.
Abraded – Meso-EBA Small, narrow flake with Mesolithic characteristics, small area with fine retouch on RLM near break. Heavily patinated – white.
Cortex Retouched BA-LBA Rectangular flake. RLM has 2 notches forming 3 saw-like teeth from corner with distal end to mid-way, remainder of RLM is retouched. Distal end has abrupt retouch.
Prepared Retouched Neo-EBA Blade flake with central dorsal scar parallel to LLM. Cutting edge on RLM has retouch along edge and is badly damaged in 2 areas. Backed along length of RLM. •
Flat Retouched BA-LBA Thick flake. Retouch along length of distal end with focus around 2 notches forming short point near corner with RLM. Abrupt retouch around corner with LLM down to mid-way.
Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Large flake with cherty inclusion. Fine retouch along RLM finishing at a point at distal end. Second point on distal end followed by abrupt retouch to LLM. LLM has retouch.
Prepared Plunging EBA-BA Pointed corner at distal end and LLM with retouch on both edges leading to corner. Backed along RLM. •
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Disc shaped flake with retouch along LLM and RLM curving round to distal end. Cutting edge on flattened distal end by sharpening flake removal.
Prepared Retouched Neo-EBA
Scraper at proximal end with abrupt and semi abrupt retouch on dorsal side extending around to mid LLM and RLM, invasive retouch on ventral side. Notches at mid LLM and 
RLM on both sides with semi abrupt retouch on RLM to reduce width of flake indicate it was hafted. Haft measures 30mm long 25mm wide. Heavily patinated and iron stained. •
Prepared Feather LN/EBA
Large, broad flake of even thickness. Hollow scraper at RLM side of distal end. Retouch along length of RLM with shallow notch mid-way. 2 notches on LLM above and below 
middle and retouch either side. •
Prepared Feather EBA-BA
Possible thinning flake as dorsal side has invasive from different directions. Point at distal end has cortex remaining with fine retouch leading up to and around. 2 notches mid-
way on RLM may have snapped point between. Backed along LLM.
Abraded Step Neo-EBA Blade flake with parallel sides and central dorsal scar. Cutting edge on LLM has retouch and use wear. •
8 of 11 Prepared – BA Proximal end  of broken flake. Abrupt retouch along broken edge, ?scraper. Partial retouch on LLM and RLM.
Unprepared Hinge BA-LBA Flake broken LLM missing. Small awl point on RLM made by notch with retouch towards proximal end and abrupt retouch towards distal end.
Prepared – Neo-BA
Large, broad flake of even thickness. Retouch along length of LLM possible cutting edge. Possible borer at blunt, pointed corner of distal and RLM with retouched concave area 
beneath on RLM.
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Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69860 76820 • 3 • >18 >23 5 – 2.3 3 0 – L/G
69875 76860 • 2 Scraper + notch >43 >38 8 – 21.2 1 1 – D>M/G
69875 76860 • 2 Notch + serrated edge 48 19 8 2.52 8.7 2 1 Small M/G
69875 76860 • 3 Notch x 2 +awl/piercer >22 23 4 – 2.2 3 0 – –
69880 76760 • 2 Notch +awl/piercer >29 41 6 – 9.7 1 1 – M/G
69880 76760 • 3 Piercer 25 17 7 1.47 2.7 2 0 Small M/G
69880 76770 • 3 Cutting tool >24 23 5 – 4.5 1 0 Large M>L/G
69880 76830 Tool 2 Chopper 35 34 17 1.02 29.0 1 1 – D/G
69880 76830 • 1 Piercer/awl 40 37 12 1.08 17.5 0 3 Small D>M/G
69880 76830 • 2 Cutting tool >39 31 8 – 9.9 1 1 – M/B>G
69880 76840 • 2 Scraper 46 48 22 0.95 51.0 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69880 76840 – Chopper 52 44 28 – 64.1 1 1 – D>M/G
69885 76730 • 2 Cutting tool >52 39 10 1.33 22.2 1 2 Large L/G
69885 76840 • 3 Piercer/awl + notch 55 42 16 1.30 33.4 1 0 Large L/G
69885 76840 • 3 Scraper >28 41 16 – 22.6 2 0 – L/G
69885 76840 • 1 Hollow scraper 40 29 7 1.37 9.1 0 3 Large D>M/G
69885 76840 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges 29 >23 4 – 2.8 3 0 Diffuse –
69900 76820 • 3 Cutting tool / knife >33 19 5 – 5.0 1 0 Small M/G
69900 76820 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 32 27 13 1.18 11.2 1 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69900 76860 • 2 • 33 24 6 1.37 5.5 1 2 Large M/G
69900 76870 • 2 • 63 >38 8 – 24.1 0 1 Large Mottled
69905 76790 • 2 Piercer/awl x 2 51 39 10 1.30 22.9 2 1 Large M>L/G
69915 76710 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 43 39 18 1.10 30.3 2 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69925 76800 • 2 Cutting tool >35 28 5 – 7.5 1 2 – M/G
69930 76750 • 2 73 45 36 – 140.8 1 2 – M/G
69820 76780 • 3 Notch 43 39 18 1.10 31.8 3 0 Diffuse M/G
69820 76890 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >52 >40 12 – 24.4 3 0 – –
69820 76890 • 2 • 31 29 7 1.06 7.7 2 2 Large Yellow/Brown
69830 76730 • 3 Notch x2 28 29 7 0.96 5.9 0 0 Small M>L/G
69850 76790 • 3 Borer x 2 + notch 49 50 14 0.98 43.1 2 0 Large D>M/G
69855 76850 • 3 • >31 38 6 – 11.2 0 0 Large M/G
9 of 11
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




8 of 11 – – Neo-BA Waste flake fragment
– Step BA
Distal end of broken flake. Abrupt retouch on RLM around corner with distal end forming scraper. Shallow notch with abrupt retouch to inside mid-RLM, retouch extends to 
break. Backed by abrasion along LLM.
Abraded Feather Neo-EBA
Blade flake with parallel sides and dorsal ridges, trapezoid cross section. RLM edge has deep notch with retouch to inside mid-way. RLM from distal end to notch has a fine 
serrated edge with teeth 2mm apart. Possibly serrated tool was damaged and converted to notched tool. Retouched along length of RLM. •
– Feather Neo-BA Small distal end of broken flake with 2 small notches on RLM, one wide and shallow the other small and making a sharp point at corner of distal end.
– Hinge BA Distal end of broken flake. Notch has been made on distal end with retouch around concave edge. Piercer is at corner of distal end and LLM with retouch along LLM. •
Prepared Hinge BA Small flake with point at corner of RLM and distal end. Partial retouch on LLM to facilitate handling.
Prepared – LN/EBA
Proximal end of blade flake, parallel sides and dorsal side has central ridge. Cutting edge on RLM with edge sharpening flake removal and retouch. Backed on RLM by abrupt 
retouch on edge. 
– – Neo-BA Square core tool with one edge sharpened by bilateral flake removal. Invasive retouch over almost all surfaces.
Cortex Retouched BA-LBA Abrupt retouch along distal end and LLM with focus on corner where there is a small sharp point. Abrupt retouch on RLM to facilitate handling. 
– Feather BA Distal end of broken flake. RLM is cutting edge with use wear and edge retouching. Backed LLM. 
Abraded Step BA-LBA Retouched along concave distal end could be for hollow scraper or handling, abrupt retouch along RLM for scraper. Backed along LLM.
– – BA-LBA "Bashed lump" with bilateral retouch along one edge forming cutting/chopping tool.
– Feather BA Primary flake with retouch around all edges. Cutting edge is RLM with use wear damage.
Prepared Step BA
Large, thick flake with pointed distal end at corner of LLM. Retouch along LLM from proximal end to notch (25mm) is serrated with 5 small "teeth", ending with a notch followed 
by retouch to pointed corner. Point is worked all around. Partial retouch on distal end. Backed along RLM with and area of abrupt retouch at proximal corner for handling. •
– Retouched Neo-EBA Distal end of thick, broken flake. Abrupt and semi abrupt retouch on distal end and LLM forming scraper. Minor plough damage to RLM.
Cortex Feather BA
Primary flake removal with very pronounced bulb on otherwise thin flake. Retouch along distal end and RLM. Concave area with retouch on LLM from corner with distal end 
14mm in length with abrupt retouch along inner edge.
Abraded Feather Neo-BA Small heavily patinated flake (white) with fine retouch along LLM. RLM has extensive damage which happened in antiquity.
Prepared – LN/EBA Proximal end of blade flake, with parallel sides and dorsal ridge scars. Cutting edge on RLM with edge use wear. Backed by abrupt retouch on RLM. •
Cortex Hinge BA-LBA Irregular flake with natural notch/broken hole at distal end. Retouch along RLM.
Cortex Feather BA-LBA Waste flake - possibly pebble flint.
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Waste flake
Prepared Plunging BA-LBA
Large, broad flake with retouch along RLM focussed on broken point at corner with distal end, with further retouch on distal end and dorsal side around point. 2 notches with 
small point between mid-RLM. LLM has partial cortex and partial retouch. 
Flat Retouched BA-LBA Thick flake, Retouch around many edges but no indication of tool.
– Feather BA Distal end of broken flake. Straight LLM has retouch and use wear damage. Retouch on ventral side at corner of LLM and distal end. Retouch on distal end. RLM has cortex.
– – 3 BA-LBA Large irregular lump of flint with a few random flake removals.
9 of 11 Abraded Feather Neo-BA Large heavily patinated flake with some iron staining. Notch is on LLM at proximal end with retouch to inside edge. Backed on RLM by abrasion.
– Feather ?	Palaeolithic Large broken flake, heavily patinated and iron stained. Some retouch to LLM. Possibly Palaeolithic? or Early Neolithic.
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Waste	flake	-	possibly	pebble	flint.
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Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69865 76690 • 3 ?Borer + Piercer/awl 48 54 12 0.88 30.9 1 0 Small L/G
69865 76760 • 3 Cutting tool / knife 46 30 10 1.53 15.0 3 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69870 76700 • 2 Piercer/awl 44 41 8 1.07 18.7 1 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69870 76900 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 27 20 5 1.35 3.1 1 2 Large M/G
69875 76770 • 2 Piercer >42 32 10 – 13.7 1 0 Diffuse M/G
69875 76890 • 3 Piercer 47 28 19 1.67 15.8 2 0 Large M/G
69880 76770 • 3 Cutting tool / serrated edge 28 31 12 0.90 8.7 1 0 Large M/G
69880 76770 • 2 Nose scraper 52 30 12 1.73 17.1 1 1 Small M/G
69880 76770 – Borer 62 39 17 – 43.6 0 1 – Dark
69880 76810 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges 34 24 10 1.41 8.8 0 0 Large M/G
69885 76750 – Cutting tool 60 46 22 – 43.3 3 2 – M/G
69885 76820 • 2 Spokeshave + ?piercer 36 54 8 0.66 18.7 0 2 Small M/G
69885 76870 • 1 • 42 38 12 1.10 20.8 1 2 Large M/G
69885 76870 • 3 ? Tool - piercer/awl >57 >41 11 – 26.3 3 0 Large M/G
69900 76890 • 1 Cutting tool / knife 49 27 13 1.81 11.3 0 3 Small M/G
69905 76730 • 2 Piercer / borer 43 31 10 1.38 16.5 1 1 Large M/G
69910 76780 • 3 Borer + Piercer/awl >43 52 20 – 48.9 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69915 76830 • 3 Cutting tool 47 46 14 1.02 43.8 3 0 Small –
69940 76760 • 2 Horned scraper + piercer 48 41 12 1.17 16.3 1 1 Large M/G
69890 76740 • 2 ? Tool - piercer/awl 26 38 11 0.68 11.0 2 1 Large M>L/G
69740 76860 • 2 Hollow scraper + piercer 35 43 11 0.81 18.8 1 1 Large M/B>G
69740 76860 • 3 Scraper + nose scraper 37 37 9 1.00 15.8 2 0 Diffuse M/G
69825 76920 • 3 • >35 16 3 – 2.0 2 0 Small L/G
69860 76780 • 2 Cutting tool 63 30 13 2.10 26.8 0 2 Small M>L/G
69860 76780 • 1 ? Tool - piercer/awl 54 35 8 1.54 17.5 0 3 Small D/B>G
69860 76930 • 2 • 35 >28 10 – 14.2 0 2 Large M/G
69875 76890 – Chopper 45 38 42 – 55.6 0 1 – M/G
69875 76890 • 1 ? Tool - retouched edges >33 >37 13 – 16.6 0 3 Diffuse M>L/G
69875 76890 • 3 • >19 19 5 – 2.2 1 0 Large M>L/G
69875 76900 • – 32 45 19 – 51.9 2 1 – M/G
69875 76900 • 3 Cutting tool >39 31 6 – 9.9 2 0 – L/G
Maximum Measurements
Weight 
(gram) 0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores Flakes
Natural flint with edge 
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




9	of	11 Abraded Feather BA-LBA
Broad	pointed	flake,		abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	has	2	small	notches	with	short	sharp	point	between,	1	notch	made	from	ventral	and	1	from	dorsal	side.	RLM	has	abrupt	retouch	to	mid-way	
where	second	point	has	concave	area	with	retouch	above	but	flake	has	been	damaged	below	so	large	part	of	RLM	is	missing.
Abraded Step LN/EBA D-shaped	flake	with	central	ridge	on	dorsal	side.	Cutting	edge	on	LLM	with	retouch	and	edge	wear.	Backed	on	RLM.	
Prepared Hinge EBA-BA Broad	flake	of	even	thickness.	Small	point	mid	LLM	with	retouch	above	and	below.	Concave	area	with	abrupt	retouch	on	lower	RLM	to	facilitate	handling.
Prepared Feather BA Small	flake	with	fine	retouch	along	RLM.
Cortex – BA Broken	tip	to	flake	suggests	possible	piercer.	LLM	has	2	notches	with	broken	point	between.	Backed	along	RLM	by	semi-abrupt	retouch.
Prepared Feather BA-LBA Pointed	distal	end	with	triangular	cross	section	is	focus	of	retouch	as	piercer.	Backed	along	RLM	and	prominent	dorsal	ridge	by	abrasion.
Prepared Feather Neo-EBA Triangular	shaped	flake.	LLM	has	serrated	edge	with	4	small	notches	and	6	teeth	along	length	of	24mm	edge.	Bilateral	retouch	along	distal	end	with	3	notches	and	5	teeth. •
Abraded Feather BA Cherty	flake	with	quartz	inclusion.	Small	blunt	distal	end	has	abrupt	retouch	forming	scraper.	Retouch	along	RLM	near	distal	end.	Backed	along	LLM.
– – – BA-LBA Irregular	natural	flint	with	blunt	pointed	end	borer.	Invasive	retouch	over	one	side	to	facilitate	handling.
Prepared Hinge BA Abrupt	and	semi-abrupt	retouch	along	LLM.	Retouch	along	RLM	and	distal	end.




Abraded Hinge BA-LBA Waste	flake
Abraded – Neo-BA Large	and	very	flat	flake	of	even	thickness.	Broken	at	distal	end	and	LLM	in	antiquity,	heavily	patinated.	Retouch	on		RLM	near	proximal	end	with	point	between	2	notches	mi-way.
Cortex Step BA-LBA Cutting	edge	is	on	LLM	with	abrupt	and	invasive	retouched	along	edge.	LLM	also	has	a	large	semi-circular	natural	hole	which	may	have	been	used	as	a	notch.	RLM	and	distal	end	have	cortex.












Prepared Feather BA-LBA Broad	flake	with	retouch	along	distal	end	and	point	at	corner	with	RLM,	but		no	sign	or	retouch	around	this	point.
10	of	11 Crushed Step EBA-BA Thick	flake	of	very	good	quality	flint.	Concave	distal	end	which	has	abrupt	retouch	leading	to	point	at	corner	with	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	along	length	of	LLM	and	RLM.	 •
Prepared Retouched EBA-BA Very	flat	flake	of	even	thickness.		Concave	scraper	at	distal	end	with	a	broad	point	at	corner	with	LLM	-	nose	scraper.	Steep,	abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	and	RLM.
Prepared – LN/EBA Blade	type	flake,	no	retouch.
Prepared Hinge BA Cutting	edge	on	RLM	with	Retouch	and	use	wear.	Backed	along	LLM	and	at	proximal	end.	Triangular	cross	section.
Cortex Plunging BA-LBA Irregular	primary	flake	with	partial	retouch	on	RLM.	Area	of	retouch	on	LLM	suggests	a	broken	point	here.
Prepared Step BA-LBA Waste	flake	-	possibly	pebble	flint.
– – BA-LBA Large	natural	flake	with	retouch	and	edge	wear	along	one	edge.		
Cortex – BA-LBA Badly	plough	damaged	flake	with	retouch	along	LLM.	Distal	end	and	RLM	missing.
Flat – Neo-BA Waste	flake	–	proximal	end.
– – 8 Neo-EBA Bipolar	core	with	several	flake	removals.	

































Source material  
Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light         
Grey / White / 
Brown
69880 76870 • 2 Cutting tool 39 29 10 1.34 12.8 3 2 Large M>L/G
69880 76870 • 3 • 29 20 9 1.45 5.8 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69855 76710 • 3 • 39 21 10 1.85 6.9 0 0 Diffuse L/G
69885 76880 • 2 Piercer >62 26 11 – 13.2 0 2 – M/G
69885 76880 • 3 Awl >26 23 8 – 4.0 0 0 – M/G
69890 76810 • 3 Piercer/awl x 2 >51 41 9 – 21.9 3 0 Diffuse –
69895 76750 • – 43 31 34 – 51.4 1 1 – M/B>G
69895 76750 • 2 Bladelet / cutting tool 36 10 6 3.60 2.5 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69895 76750 • 3 Notch 28 >30 6 – 5.3 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69900 76770 • 2 Hollow scraper >43 38 10 – 20.6 3 1 – M/B>G
69900 76770 • 2 Notch x2 45 37 5 (16) 1.21 16.4 1 1 Large M/G
69905 76760 • 3 Piercer /awl >56 30 12 – 18.8 2 0 Large L/G
69910 76840 • 3 • >29 42 10 – 12.0 2 0 Large M>L/G
69910 76840 • 2 Borer + notch 53 29 14 1.82 18.0 2 1 Diffuse Mottled
69910 76860 • 3 Awl x 2 27 25 9 1.08 5.9 3 0 Diffuse ?M/G
69915 76770 • 2 Piercer / borer 28 37 12 0.75 11.8 1 2 Small M/G
69840 76900 • 2 ?Piercer/borer + notch 40 34 10 1.17 11.5 2 1 Diffuse M/G
69855 76840 • 3 Hollow scraper / spokeshave 29 38 9 0.76 9.8 3 0 Small ?M>L/G
69855 76840 • 3 Scraper 30 46 14 0.65 23.8 3 0 Small M/B>G
69855 76840 • ? Function >39 >37 12 – 13.2 0 1 Small Mottled
69860 76800 – Piercer (heavy duty) • 50 40 22 – 43.1 1 1 – D>M/G
69860 76800 • 3 Piercer/awl x 2 >38 25 7 – 6.5 2 0 – M/B>G
69860 76800 • 2 • 35 25 7 1.40 7.9 1 1 Large M/G
69860 76920 – Chopper 138 64 40 – 253.0 1 1 – M/G
69860 76920 • 3 ? Tool - piercer/awl 37 22 7 1.68 5.3 3 0 Small –
69875 76830 • 2 Notch 35 28 6 1.25 5.8 2 1 Small M/B>G
69875 76860 • 3 Hollow scraper 36 25 12 1.44 10.1 2 0 Diffuse M/G
69875 76860 • 2 Cutting tool >24 23 9 – 5.8 0 1 – M/G
69880 76860 • 3 Spokeshave + ?piercer >33 >21 12 – 7.6 2 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69915 76760 • 2 Cutting tool 63 60 25 1.05 92.8 2 1 Small M/G
69915 76760 • 2 • 22 13 5 1.69 1.3 2 1 Small –
69925 76760 • 3 ? Tool - piercer/awl >52 32 7 – 13.3 3 0 – ?M>L/G
69935 76750 • 3 • >29 19 4 – 2.5 2 0 Large L/G
Maximum Measurements
Weight 
(gram) 0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores Flakes
Natural flint with edge 




MDGC91      
Pack Saddle 
South




Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin.




10	of	11 Prepared Hinge BA Cutting	edge	on	RLM	with	retouch	and	use	wear.	LLM	has	cortex	edge.
Janus	flake Hinge BA-LBA Waste	flake,	possibly	could	have	been	used	for	cutting.
Abraded Hinge BA-LBA Waste	flake
– Step BA-LBA Exceptionally	pointed	flake.	Piercer	measures	35mm.	Retouch	along	length	of	RLM	and	around	tip	of	point. •
– Step BA-LBA Distal	end	of	triangular	shaped	flake	with	broad	distal	end.	Retouch	along	RLM	with	invasive	retouch	on	ventral	side.
Prepared – Neo-EBA Large	and	very	flat	flake	of	even	thickness.	Broken	at	distal	end	and	LLM	in	antiquity,	heavily	patinated.	Retouch	along	LLM	and	RLM	with	2	notches	and	point	between	on	opposite	edges.
– – 6 Neo-EBA Cone	shaped	single	platform	core	with	6	flake	removals.	Core	has	plough	damage	to	one	side. •
Prepared Hinge Meso-EBA Bladelet	flake,	early	stage	removal	as	cortex	down	LLM.	RLM	has	been	used	for	cutting,	fine	retouch	and	use	wear	evidence. •
Cortex Feather EBA-BA Small	broken	flake	with	wide	notch	near	corner	with	RLM	at	distal	end,	with	abrasion	inside	curve.	Retouch	along	RLM	and	distal	end.	Partial	LLM	is	backed	by	abrasion,	remainder	missing.




Abraded – Neo-EBA Proximal	end	of	blade	type	flake,	parallel	ridge	on	dorsal	side	to	edges.	Retouch	along	LLM	is	focussed	on	a	small	point	at	corner	of	LLM	and	break,	which	is	at	45°	across	flake.	RLM	backed.
Abraded – Neo-BA Waste	flake
Prepared Hinge BA-LBA Point	at	corner	of	distal	end	and	LLM	has	retouch	all	around.	Wide	notch	on	RLM	near	proximal	end	has	retouch	to	inner	edge.	Partial	retouch	on	LLM.	Backed	on	RLM.
Prepared Feather Neo-EBA Flake	with	small	points	on	opposite	sides	of	LLM	and	RLM,	each	have	been	made	by	fine	retouch	above	and	below	point.	RLM	has	fine	retouch	along	length.	LLM	has	bilateral	retouch.	
Flat Feather BA-LBA Broad	flake.	Point	is	a	t	corner	of	proximal	end	and	RLM,	triangular	in	cross	section.	Retouch	along	length	of	RLM	and	LLM	to	facilitate	handling.	
11	of	11 Prepared Feather LN/EBA
Rectangular	flake	of	even	thickness,	central	ridge	on	dorsal	side.	Broad	point	on	RLM	protruding	9mm	with	a	deep	notch	immediately	above	then	flake	straight	to	distal	end.	Second,	broken,	
point	on	LLM	near	distal	end,	made	by	a	notch	either	side.	Retouch	along	length	on	LLM,	bilateral	in	places.	Partial	retouch	on	ventral	side	at	distal	end,	dorsal	size	is	cortical. •
Prepared Hinge Neo-EBA Broad	flake	with	wide	semi-circular	hollow	scraper/spokeshave	(17	x	5mm)	at	distal	end,	formed	by	deep	notch	with	abrupt	retouch	on	inner	curve.	Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM,	LLM	backed. •
Abraded Feather EBA-BA Thick	flake	with	semi-abrupt	retouch	around	RLM,	distal	end	and	part	LLM	forming	side	and	end	scraper.	
Unprepared – BA-LBA No	obvious	use,	no	retouch	on	any	edge	but	has	some	invasive	flaking	on	dorsal	side.	Natural	hole	(5mm	diameter)	in	centre	of	flake.
– – Neo-BA Piece	of	a	hammer	stone	that	has	a	very	pointed	triangular	end	with	pressure	flaking	around	tip.	Opposite	end	is	broad	and	rounded.	Has	been	used	to	repeatedly	strike	over	75%	of	surface. •
– Hinge LN/EBA Distal	end	of	broken	flake.	Large	piercer/borer	at	broken	edge	&	corner	of	LLM,	retouch	along	broken	edge	and	RLM.	2nd	small	point	mid-RLM,	made	by	notch	either	side,	retouch	along	RLM.	
Abraded Feather BA-LBA Waste	flake	-	possibly	pebble	flint.




Prepared Hinge EBA-BA Retouched	along	LLM.	Notch	on	RLM	at	mid-way,	with	retouch	around	inner	curve.
Abraded Step BA Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM	and	distal	end.	Shallow	hollow	scraper	on	LLM	with	abrupt	retouch	on	inner	curve.
– – BA Medial	section	of	flake	with	parallel	sides	and	triangular	cross	section.	Retouch	and	use	wear	along	RLM.	Backed	along	break	at	proximal	end.
Cortex – BA Flake	broken	RLM	missing.	Large	broad	point	on	LLM	-	possible	broken	piercer/borer.	Concave	edge	above	to	distal	end,	has	retouch	and	abrasion	along	edge	?spokeshave.
Prepared Retouched Neo-BA Large	thick	flake,	?	thinning	flake	as	prominent	area	of	cortex	on	dorsal	side.	LLM	has	bilateral	retouch	along	cutting	edge,	sharpening	flake	removal	from	dorsal	side.	Retouch	at	dorsal	end.
Cortex Feather Neo-BA Waste	flake
– – LN/EBA Distal	end	of	very	flat,	pointed	flake	of	even	thickness.	Tip	at	distal	end	is	broken.	LLM	and	RLM	have	extensive	retouch	along	length	with	notches	on	either	side	near	break	?hafted.	 • •

































Source material  
Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69360 76480 • 2 • 54 43 18 – 37.0 1 1 Large M/G
69360 76580 • 3 Denticulate edge 52 60 15 0.86 51.5 3 0 Large M/G
69360 76800 • 3 Piercer and/or notch >23 >25 8 – 3.4 0 0 Large M/B>G
69360 76860 • 1 Borer >40 29 9 – 9.9 0 3 Large Brown
69360 76880 • 2 ? Piercer (broken) >23 18 6 – 2.5 0 1 Large M/B>G
69360 76880 • 3 Cutting edge &/or hollow scraper 37 28 8 1.32 7.1 2 0 Large M/G
69360 76880 • 1 ? Cutting tool (retouched edges) 29 33 13 0.87 10.6 0 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69380 76600 • 2 Scraper x 2 31 35 13 0.88 15.4 1 1 Large D/G
69380 76720 • 3 Piercer and awl 42 32 10 1.31 15.4 2 0 Small M/G
69380 76740 • 2 Side and end scraper 33 29 10 1.13 7.4 0 1 Diffuse D/B>G
69380 76760 • 1 Side scraper 42 61 12 0.63 36.6 1 3 Diffuse M/G
69380 76760 • 2 Scraper and/or cutting tool 81 48 23 1.68 81.7 2 1 Small M/B>G
69380 76820 • 2 Borer and/or scraper 48 50 10 0.96 32.1 2 1 Large D>M/G
69380 76900 • 1 Scraper 35 27 7 1.29 7.5 0 3 Large D>M/G
69380 76900 • 2 Hollow scraper/spokeshave 50 45 18 1.11 30.3 2 1 Large D/G
69380 77020 • 2 (edge) Piercer >51 27 12 – 18.5 0 1 (edge) Diffuse D>M/G
69400 76640 • 3 • 25 32 3 0.78 4.4 1 0 Small M/G
69400 76800 • 3 Borer >55 >51 11 – 41.1 0 0 Large D>M/G
69400 76920 • 2 ? Cutting tool ? Strike-a-light 85 32 19 2.65 40.3 0 2 Large M/G
69400 76980 • 3 Piercer/borer x2 35 19 8 1.84 4.9 0 0 Small M/G
69400 76980 • 2 Scraper 20 24 8 0.83 3.5 0 1 Large M/B>G
69400 76980 • 3 Scraper 27 26 7 1.03 5.4 0 0 Large M/B>G
69400 76980 • 2 Cutting edge 34 26 8 1.30 6.4 0 2 Large M/B>G
69400 76680 • 2 ?Awl and/or scraper >33 41 8 – 11.0 0 1 Large M/B>G
69400 76500  Borer 36 40 15 – 28.2 0 2 – Mottled




Natural flint with 
edge retouch – tool 
type
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1 = ≤ 50%
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
MSGC 




1 Abraded Broken BA Waste flake
2 Prepared Retouched BA Broad, thick flake. Denticulate edge along Right Lateral Margin (RLM) and around distal end. Thick Left Lateral Margin (LLM) has retouch and abrasion along edge.
3 Prepared – LN/EBA Proximal end of broken flake with 8mm borer/piercer (broken point) on LLM and broken edge, formed by a deep notch below protrusion. Backed along RLM and break. •
4 Cortex Broken BA-LBA Pebble flint borer. Flake has a 45% break across from LLM to RLM with point on LLM side. Minor retouch on broken edge forming point, use wear evidence on cortical point. Cortex along LLM and RLM, no other retouch.
5 Damaged Broken LN/EBA Small flake with broken, pointed distal end. Dorsal side has 3 flake scars and fine retouch along LLM and RLM. 
6 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA LLM could be cutting edge as it has retouch and possible edge use wear. Distal end has concave slope with partial cortex on edge the centre of which is the focus of retouch forming "notch". RLM has fine abrupt retouch from distal end to mid-way.
7 Crushed Retouched BA-LBA Retouched along LLM and distal end, partially abrupt, focus of retouch at corner of LLM and distal end, but no obvious point. Either edge could ne used for cutting.
8 Retouched Retouched LN/EBA Thick, quadrant shaped flake with abrupt retouch around convex LLM and distal end on dorsal side forming scraper. Concave RLM has extensive semi-abrupt retouch on ventral side forming hollow scraper. • •
9 Flat Retouched LN/EBA Rectangular shaped flake with triangular cross section. LLM, RLM and distal end have extensive retouch along all edges. Mid LLM is a large protrusion with bilateral retouch all around, which may be a broken borer although broken edge has fine retouch over it. A second point is mid RLM, made by a small notch either side, forming an awl. •
10 Retouched Retouched Neo-EBA Good quality flint, possibly not local. Sub disc shaped flint, rounded end. Extensive retouch around all edges, partially invasive, scraping edges at distal and RLM. • •
11 Prepared Retouched EBA-BA Broad, primary flake with abrupt retouch along distal end (scraper) and LLM to facilitate handling. Partial retouch on RLM. •
12 Crushed Hinge BA Large thick flake with all edges retouched. RLM – thin edge has alternate bilateral retouch creating a sharp wavy edge, with partial damage ?cutting tool. Thick LLM has abrupt retouch removing cortex along length and edge is heavily abraded ?scraper. Sloping distal end has abrupt and semi abrupt retouch and is abraded along edge ? scraper. •
13 Abraded Feather BA Retouched along distal end and around corner with LLM, could be used as scraper. Large protrusion at corner of distal end and RLM with retouch around end, possible borer.
14 Crushed Feather BA Small thin flake with rounded distal end which has abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch all around and extending down length of LLM.
15 Prepared Plunging BA-LBA Thick, irregular shaped flake. RLM – large concave scraper (35mm) with invasive retouch along edge on ventral side. Retouch at distal end. Retouched and abraded along LLM. •
16 Retouched Broken BA Proximal end of broken flake with 12mm piercer at corner of LLM and broken edge with extensive retouch all around point and down LLM and broken edge. RLM is cortical with abrupt retouch removing cortex at proximal end. Invasive retouch at proximal end on dorsal side to facilitate handling. • •
17 Unprepared Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
18 Crushed Retouched BA
Flake has point at distal end towards RLM which has extensive retouch all around and possible use wear damage that removed end leaving it concave, but no evidence of this 
being used as an alternative notched  tool. RLM appears to be a straight break, with retouch down length and partial abrasion. LLM has fine abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch along 
length, bilateral in places, to facilitate handling. Although RLM edge could have been used as a scraper.
•
19 Missing Step BA-LBA Twisted flake with prominent dorsal ridge that has evidence of being repeatedly struck, possibly used as a strike-a-light. LLM has sharp cutting edge with retouch and use-wear.
20 Retouched Hinge BA Small trapezoid shaped flake with prominent dorsal ridge and triangular cross section. Dorsal end is angled to a point at RLM with retouch at tip forming piercer. RLM and LLM have partial retouch along length. Proximal end has pronounced point which is extensively retouched all around forming borer.
21 Crushed Plunging BA Small flake with broad sloping distal end which has fine abrupt retouch along entire length making scraper.
22 Prepared Retouched BA Small rounded flake with plough damage to distal end and RLM. Abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch around distal end extending down partial LLM and RLM.
23 Flat Feather BA RLM has retouch along length - probable cutting edge. LLM has partial cortex and partial retouch to facilitate handling. 
24 Prepared Feather BA Broad flake with possible damage to distal end on right side, leaving a small point at centre of distal end, with retouch on "broken" side enhancing point. Fine, even abrupt retouch along remaining distal end to LLM – could have been a scraping edge. Semi-abrupt retouch on RLM at proximal end on dorsal side to facilitate handling.
25 – – BA-LBA Thermal flake, may have been struck as it does have bulb radiating from an edge, but more likely thermal. Retouched along one edge forming wide borer with adjacent side.
26 Prepared Step BA-LBA
Poor quality flint with cherty inclusions resulting in irregular flake. Heavily patinated. Distal end has retouch along it leading to a pointed corner with LLM. Partial retouch on LLM at 
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Tone/Colour























Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69420 76300 • 2 Hollow scraper/spokeshave >55 >58 22 – 68.9 0 1 (edge) Small M/G
69420 7600 • 3 Awl / piercer 36 37 7 0.97 11.9 1 0 Large M/G
69420 76620 • 3 Combination scraper/piercer 60 43 13 1.39 42.1 2 0 Large M/G
69420 76620  ?Borer 56 48 22 – 50.4 2 3 – Mottled
69420 76700 • 2 Piercer 41 32 8 1.28 12.8 0 1 Large M/G
69420 76720 • 3 Side scraper 25 26 7 0.96 5.8 0 0 Large M/B>G
69420 76760 • 3 Piercer 29 25 8 1.16 4.3 2 0 Large M>L/G
69420 76980 • 3 Cutting edge >22 >27 8 – 4.1 0 0 – M/B>G
69420 77000 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 41 50 12 0.82 26.4 2 1 Large M/G
69420 77040 • 2 Cutting edge 23 37 10 0.62 7.5 0 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69420 77060 • 2 • 41 28 9 1.46 8.5 0 2 Diffuse D/G
69420 77080 • 2 • 26 28 6 0.92 4.8 0 1 Diffuse D/G
69440 76620 • 3 Denticulate edge 46 38 8 1.21 13.4 1 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69440 76660 • 3 Notch and/or awl 30 25 7 1.20 4.8 0 0 Large D/G
69440 76700 • 3 Scraper 44 39 6 1.12 14.1 1 0 Large M/B>G
69440 76700 • 2 • 15 21 3 0.71 1.3 0 1 Small D/G
69440 76720 • 3 Piercer and borer >43 40 9 – 14.7 1 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69440 76740 • 2 Borer 56 46 16 1.21 43.6 0 1 Large Mottled
69440 76860 • 2 Scraper and awl 50 >43 13 – 29.0 0 2 Large M/B>G
69440 76860 • 3 • 38 42 15 – 27.6 3 0 Diffuse L/G
69440 76880 • 2 • 26 34 13 0.76 11.6 0 1 Large D/G
69440 77000 • 2 (edge) Borer 23 32 10 0.71 6.2 0 1 Diffuse Mottled
69440 77060 • 3 • >44 >34 8 – 13.2 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69440 77100 • 3 Piercer and notch 32 32 5 1.00 5.2 0 0 Large M/B
69460 76720 •  44 48 40 – 129.3 0 <20% – M/B>G
69460 76760 • 2 • >24 19 4 – 2.3 0 2 Small M/G




1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
3 = 100%
Natural flint with 
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
MSGC 




27 Prepared Hinge BA Large thick flake. Majority of thick (>12mm) distal end has been removed by abrupt retouch leaving a concave edge with signs of use-wear (abrasion) along ventral edge. Retouch along RLM and LLM, and invasive retouch on dorsal side to facilitate handling.
28 Retouched Feather LN/EBA Disc shaped flake. Abrupt retouch extends around all edges. Form suggests began as a disc scraper, but convex edge is missing from mid dorsal to upper RLM, resulting concave edge has extensive, very fine closely spaced, abrupt retouch along edge leading to a point at distal end, with similar retouch continuing on other side for 10mm. • •
29 Prepared Feather LN/EBA Large flake. Combination tools, scraper on thick RLM and piercer at distal end. LLM has retouch along length and around distal end. Point has retouch all around. Thick RLM has abrupt retouch along edge and abrasion on both ventral and dorsal edges. •
30 – – BA-LBA Natural flint, no obvious tool type, except retouch on one edge leads to a pointed area and handling suggests borer.
31 Abraded Step BA-LBA Irregular shaped flake. Point at corner with RLM and distal end with retouch all around and notch beneath on RLM, retouch and abrasion on remainder of RLM. LLM is abraded.
32 Flat Feather BA Small flake with bilateral retouch around all edges. Scraping edge on LLM.
33 Crushed Plunging BA-LBA Small flake with point at corner of distal end and LLM, retouch all around point. Retouch along length of LLM. 
34 – Feather BA Flake fragment, LLM has retouch and use wear along length suggesting cutting edge. No other retouch.
35 Retouched Feather BA Proximal end has retouch, with notch either side of bulb. LLM has partial retouch focussed on small point. RLM has retouch along length.
36 Flat Feather BA Small flake with convex cutting edge. Invasive retouch on dorsal side of LLM.
37 Cortex Feather BA Waste flake
38 Unprepared Hinge BA Waste flake
39 Prepared Feather Neo-EBA Thin well knapped flake. Distal end has partial denticulate edge, with 5 notches and 6 points - some damaged, remainder of edge has semi-abrupt retouch which extends down LLM. RLM has semi-abrupt retouch at distal end and abrupt retouch along remainder of edge. • •
40 Crushed Feather BA Distal end has fine hooked point and a distinct notch with retouch on either side.
41 Abraded Retouched LN/EBA Thin, well knapped flake. Distal end has Abrupt and semi-abrupt retouch extending around and down LLM. RLM has partial damage with retouch over damaged area. Some plough damage to distal end. • •
42 Crushed Hinge Neo-BA Waste flake
43 Broken Retouched LN/EBA Thin, well knapped flake. Pointed distal end has abrupt retouch leading from LLM to tip followed by a notch accentuating point with retouch to RLM. RLM has retouch along length -bilateral and invasive in places. LLM has retouch along length with a second, broad protrusion at corner with distal end, with retouch all around. • •
44 Abraded Retouched BA-LBA Thick, irregular flake. Pointed distal end has retouch all around wide triangular point. •
45 Crushed Retouched BA
Flake has break across mid LLM to distal end, with some retouch to broken edge at mid LLM forming small point with semi-abrupt retouch below from proximal end to mid LLM 
making a concave curve - could have been used as concave scraper. Proximal end has convex curve to RLM with abrupt retouch along edge forming scraping edge. Partial 
retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
•
46 Flat Hinge BA-LBA Irregular waste fragment.
47 Unprepared Step BA-LBA Irregular waste fragment.
48 Cortex Feather BA-LBA Small, broad flake struck at 90° to previous removal, dorsal ridge is from LLM to RLM. Point at corner of distal end and LLM has triangular cross section and retouch leading to it from LLM and distal end. Tip is blunted by use wear. Backed along distal end and RLM.
49 Unprepared Broken BA Waste flake, possibly plough struck.
50 Crushed Retouched BA Irregular shaped flake. Deep notch on LLM with retouch around inner curve. Short retouched edge above notch on LLM to distal end. Point at corner of distal end and RLM with retouch around tip and extending down to mid RLM. LLM retouched at proximal end to notch.
51 – – 7 LN/EBA Cube shaped multi platform core which has been rotated through 90° for flake removals. •
52 Prepared Broken Neo-BA Waste flake
53 Crushed Hinge BA-LBA Broad flake with very straight LLM which has possible use wear damage as if used for cutting.
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69460 76580 • 3 Scraper and awl 31 43 9 0.72 11.3 1 0 Small M/B>G
69460 76800 • 2 Piercer/borer + ?concave scraper 31 32 9 0.96 5.4 0 2 Diffuse M/G
69460 76880 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 28 >35 10 – 8.7 0 1 Large M/B>G
69460 76960 • 3 • 22 22 3 1.00 2.3 3 0 Small –
69460 77040 • 2 Scraper + Borer 60 53 16 1.13 46.5 0 1 Large M>L/G
69460 77120 • 3 Notch 48 27 12 1.77 11.8 1 0 Large M>L/G
69480 76680 • 2 Cutting edge 32 44 12 0.72 11.9 0 3 Large M/B
69480 76720 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >34 >30 11 – 7.4 0 0 Small Mottled
69480 76780 • 3 Scraper 38 38 11 1.00 19.3 2>3 0 Small L/G
69480 77080 • 3 • >30 >24 8 – 5.2 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69480 76800 • 2 • 31 24 7 1.29 6.3 1 2 Small M/B
69500 76660 • 3 Cutting edge 59 24 18 2.45 20.5 0 0 Small M/G
69500 76940 • 2 Scraper 42 38 7 1.10 13.2 1 2 Diffuse L/G
69520 76600 • 2 Piercer 36 30 6 1.20 7.3 0 2 Large M/B
69520 76680 • 2 (edge) ? Tool - retouched edges >43 >35 13 – 17.2 0 2 Diffuse M>L/G
69540 76300 • 2 Cutting tool – denticulate edge 43 35 9 1.22 13.6 0 2 Large M/B>G
69560 76760 • 2 Notch x2 + awl 48 30 6 1.60 8.5 0 1 Diffuse M/B>G
69560 76780    • 86 60 45 – 301.8 2 2 – M/B
69600 76400 • 1 Hollow scraper/spokeshave x2 66 46 7 1.43 37.5 0 3 Diffuse Mottled
69600 76640 • 3 Notch 33 23 6 1.43 6.3 0 0 Diffuse M/G
   
69120 76840 • 2 Notch ?cutting edge 38 30 10 1.26 14.1 0 2 Diffuse M/G
69160 76700 • 2 Retouched edge ?borer >28 22 8 – 3.5 0 2 Large Brown
69160 76700 • 3 Retouched edges >27 36 6 – 6.8 3 0 Diffuse L/G
69180 76600 • 2 Piercer/borer + scraper >33 40 13 – 18.6 1 2 Small M>L/G
69180 76600 • 2 (edge) Cutting tool – denticulate edge 45 46 19 0.97 49.9 0 1 (edge) Small M/B>G
69180 76760 • 3 Denticulate edge 39 >33 11 – 15.9 0 0 Large M/B>G
69180 76800 • 2 Cutting edge >42 30 6 – 10.0 0 2 Large M/B>G
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OXCMS	1998.85			:			Mapledurham	South	Golf	Course		:		Fieldwalking	–		Fields	1-5			:			1997/8
Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
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55 Retouched Feather BA Broad flake with flat sloping proximal end and retouch along entire length forming scraping edge. Proximal end has retouch along length leading to small point at corner with LLM made by a notch either side forming awl and retouch along length of LLM. RLM has concave edge with retouch along length, could be concave scraper. 
56 Retouched Retouched BA
Small, irregular cross-shaped flake with natural hole in centre. Beginning at Proximal end – RLM has retouch along concave curve to point at corner with distal end which has 
extensive retouch all around. Followed by retouched concave edge leading to point at distal end – followed by concave edge with retouch leading to small notch and point at 
corner with LLM with retouch below on ventral side leading to pointed proximal end – with retouch all around.
•
57 Cortex Feather BA-LBA Possible notch on LLM. Partial retouch along RLM at point of break.
58 Unprepared Hinge Neo-BA Small waste flake, heavily patinated - white all over.
59 Prepared Step BA Large flake. Broad point at corner of RLM and distal end has been accentuated by a notch with retouch on distal end making broad, flat borer. Scraping edge on sloping LLM, which has retouch and abrasion along entire length. Partial retouch on distal end to facilitate handling.
60 Unprepared Step BA-LBA Irregular flake. Deep notch on RLM. Partial retouch on LLM at distal end making concave curve leading to point, possible broken piercer.
61 Flat Damaged BA-LBA Irregular shaped flake. Straight cutting edge on LLM with signs of possible use wear. LLM is very pointed at distal end but no evidence of use as piercer, although possible.
62 Prepared Feather Neo-BA Broken flake. Dorsal side has two flake scars with ridge at 90° so core was rotated to strike this fake.
63 Abraded Retouched BA Disc shaped flake. Distal end has partial abrupt retouch forming short scraper. Retouch along RLM to facilitate handling.
64 Prepared Step BA Waste flake
65 Cortex Hinge BA-LBA Waste flake
66 Unprepared Step BA-LBA Thick wedge shaped flake. Cutting edge on LLM with retouch and use wear. RLM is thick and may be damaged (plough).
67 Abraded Hinge BA-LBA Large hinge fracture at distal end, has striations running over it ?scraper. LLM has concave curve from mid-way to distal end ?concave scraper. Backed by retouch along RLM. 
68 Crushed Retouched BA Pointed distal end at corner with RLM has cortex on dorsal side with retouch all around tip extending down RLM. Dorsal end on LLM side has area of abrupt retouch to facilitate handling.
69 Cortex Broken BA Broken flake, Partial retouch along LLM.
70 Crushed Feather BA Denticulate cutting edge on RLM – 5 small evenly spaced bilateral notches with 5 points between making saw like edge. Retouched at distal end and LLM to facilitate handling. •
71 Crushed Feather LN/EBA Flake has invasive retouch over dorsal side. LLM has notch mid way with bilateral retouch. Second notch on distal end, close to LLM. Small point at corner of distal end and RLM with retouch all around and along RLM. •
72 – – Neo-BA Large flint hammer stone evidence of use (pitting) over one side, some retouching to facilitate handling •
73 Retouched Hinge LN/EBA Large sub-rectangular flake, very thin and flat (even thickness). Concave curves on RLM (40mm) and distal end (20mm) retouched along length of curves. Slight damage on LLM (plough), retouch along remainder. Retouched around proximal end to facilitate handling. • •
74 Unprepared Feather BA Small flake with notch on LLM. Retouched along RLM and around distal end.
     
75 Cortex Feather LN/EBA Wedge shaped flake with thin cutting edge on RLM extending around distal end. Bilateral retouch and use wear along edge. Notch has been made in centre of cutting blade suggesting re-use of tool once damage was too severe for use as a cutting tool any more. Retouch at proximal end and partial LLM to facilitate handling.
76 Missing Broken Neo-BA Broken flake, Partial retouch along LLM towards point at corner with proximal end suggests a borer.
77 Missing Feather Neo-EBA Flake fragment with distinct dorsal ridges and previous flake scars. Retouched along LLM and proximal end but also extensive damage in antiquity. Heavily patinated.
78 Prepared Broken BA Flake broken in antiquity, retouch along broken edge. Point at corner of break and RLM with retouch all around. Semi abrupt retouch on dorsal side of LLM forming scraper.
79 Prepared Feather BA-LBA Thick irregular shaped flake. Dorsal side has large hinge fracture from previous removal a 90°. Cutting edge on LLM of distal end has 2 notches and 3 points (denticulate?).
80 Retouched Retouched LN/EBA Broken flake, majority of RLM missing, retouched along broken edge. Distal end has 3 prominent points with notches between forming denticulate edge. Dorsal side has invasive retouch all over. •
81 Prepared Broken BA Proximal end of thin and even, broken flake. Retouch along LLM cutting edge with a notch on RLM to facilitate handling. 
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69180 76900 • 2 End scraper 48 28 14 1.12 19.1 1 1 Large D>M/G
69200 75760 •  38 58 32 – 90.5 1 5% – M/B>G
69200 76600 • 2 Awl 44 47 14 0.93 35.2 0 1 Diffuse L/G
69200 76880 • 3 Hafted part of blade/knife >39 20 8 – 6.4 1 0 Large M>L/G
69220 76620 • 1 Piercer + hollow scraper + scraper 54 67 14 0.80 59.6 0 3 Large M/G
69220 76800 • 2  • 38 26 9 1.46 9.0 0 1 Large M/G
69220 76800 • 2 Scraper 42 42 11 1.00 21.9 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69240 76640 • 3 ? Tool – retouched edge 51 25 11 2.04 16.0 3 0 Diffuse L/G
69240 76640 • 2 Cutting edge / knife 49 40 14 1.22 32.9 0 1 Small M/G
69240 76640 • 3 Borer 51 43 17 1.18 40.3 2 0 Small M/G
69240 76660 • 3 Serrated cutting edge 35 21 6 1.66 4.4 0 0 Diffuse D>M/G
69260 76680 • 2 Nose scraper and awl 51 30 11 1.70 21.3 2 1 Large M/G
69260 76700 • 3 Piercer/borer 54 36 15 1.50 25.1 2 0 Large M>L/G
69260 76720 • 2 (edges) Retouched edges >30 32 5 – 8.3 3 1 (edge) Large M/G
69280 71700 • 2 (edges) Combination scraper/borer 85 57 26 1.49 121.0 3 1 (edge) Large M/G
69280 76620 • 2 Cutting edge 26 33 11 0.78 10.0 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69280 76960 • 2 Piercer/borer x2 >38 42 18 – 27.5 0 2 Large D>M/G
69280 76980 • 2 Piercer and awl 60 39 11 1.53 27.4 0 2 Large M/G
69280 77020 • 2 (edge) Knife 43 32 10 1.34 18.2 0 1 (edge) Large D/G
69300 76860 • 2 (edge) Cutting edge / knife 32 41 10 0.78 16.0 1 1 (edge) Small M>L/G
69340 77000 • 3 Hollow scraper + notch 42 33 7 1.27 11.4 1 0 Large L/G
  
69400 75900 • 2 Borer + notch + scraper 57 50 16 1.14 52.1 2 1 Large M/G
69400 76080 • 3 Hollow scraper + nose scraper >42 42 9 – 21.1 2 0 Large L/G
69420 75560 • 3 Borer 32 30 7 1.06 8.3 0 0 Large D/G
69420 75560 • 3 Spokeshave 42 24 7 1.75 12.2 0 0 Small M/B>G
69420 75580 • 3 Cutting tool 62 47 8 1.31 29.5 2 0 Small M>L/G
69420 75900 • 3 Borer 56 51 15 1.09 39.3 2>3 0 Large L/B>G
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
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83 Abraded Retouched BA Sub-rectangular flake with rounded distal end with steep slope and partial abrupt retouch forming scraper. Partial retouch on RLM and LLM to facilitate handling.
84 – – 7 LN/EBA Good example of a flake core, single platform with 7 flake removals visible. • •
85 Crushed Step BA-LBA Thick, irregular flake. Pointed corner at LLM and distal end has retouch all around small triangular point. Retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
86 Prepared Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of blade flake, central ridge down dorsal side and triangular cross section. Retouch down RLM, with a small point close to break. LLM has a small notch at break with retouch along remaining length. Suggest possibility that this is the hafted part of a broken cutting blade/knife. • •
87 Cortex Retouched BA-LBA Irregular primary flake. Point has been made on distal end with retouch either side. RLM has deep concave curve (natural) which has been retouched around inside to form scraper. Broad proximal end has retouch over surface – could be a scraping edge.
88 Prepared Step BA Waste flake
89 Prepared Feather BA Dorsal end tapers to a rounded point with LLM, retouch extends along length of dorsal edge and LLM, main scraping edge on LLM. RLM is cortical. 
90 Flat Step BA-LBA Thick, irregular flake. Retouch along concave part of RLM appears to be serrated? Retouch at distal end
91 Prepared Retouched BA D-shaped flake. Cutting edge on RLM has been retouched along entire length. Backed by partial retouch at distal end. LLM has thick cortical edge. 
92 Unprepared Step BA-LBA Irregular flake with broad distal end leading to a point at corner of LLM, retouched all around. Retouched along LLM.
93 Crushed Hinge LN/EBA Blade-like flake. Serrated cutting edge on LLM points are approx. 1-2mm apart, 8 points visible followed by a wider notch and point near proximal end. RLM has wider edge which has been backed by abrupt retouch. • •
94 Retouched Retouched LN/EBA Sub-rectangular flake. Retouch along LLM and around distal end with small scraping area at distal end. Sloped RLM has minimal retouch with small notch and point at corner with distal end, probable awl. •
95 Flat Hinge BA-LBA Pointed flake. Point at corner of distal end and RLM with retouch all around. Partial retouch along distal end and RLM to facilitate handling.
96 Prepared Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of thin flake with even thickness. Possible abrasion along broken edge suggesting a scraper. No other retouch. Blue-ish hue to patination.
97 Prepared Step Neo-EBA Large flake with triangular cross section. Possible minor plough damage at distal end. LLM has large notch near proximal end with retouch around inner edges extending along LLM to distal end forming possible scraping edge. Distal end has partial cortex; retouch is focussed on corner of RLM forming short, broad borer point. RLM has bilateral retouch. 
98 Flat Feather BA Small broad flake. Cutting edge along distal end, possibly serrated. Retouch along LLM. RLM is cortical. 
99 Cortex Broken BA Proximal end of flake, square in shape. Piercer/borer at corner of LLM and broken edge 2nd one at opposite corner with RLM. Partial retouch along RLM and LLM. •
100 Retouched Feather BA Pointed flake. Broken point at corner of distal end and LLM with retouch along distal end and LLM. RLM curves into distal end with retouch along entire length. Awl point with notch on either side mid-way.
101 Abraded Plunging BA Wedged D-shaped flake with thin cutting edge on LLM extending around distal end. Bilateral retouch and use wear along edge. Wider RLM is cortical.  
102 Cortex Feather BA Wedged D-shaped flake with thin cutting edge on distal end, with use wear along edge.  
103 Unprepared Plunging BA RLM has retouch along length with concave curve mid-way to distal end and notch below towards proximal end. Partial retouch along distal end and LLM.
Field 3   
104 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Combination tool. Borer has been made on distal end by flake removal either side measures 10mm wide at base x 5mm long. Notch has been made just below mid-LLM 15mm wide by 3mm deep. Wide RLM has steep slope with cortex still present, edge has abrupt retouch and abrasion, possible scraping edge. Plough damage to RLM at distal end. • •
105 Crushed Broken BA Broken at pointed distal end (may have been a piercer) break has retouch forming narrow scraper. Deep convex curve on LLM with retouch and abrasion around edge forming hollow scraper. Minor retouch on RLM.
106 Prepared Plunging EBA-BA Small broad flake with retouched point at distal end. Bilateral retouch along LLM and RLM, with invasive retouch on dorsal side. Fits left hand better than right.
107 Prepared Retouched BA Spokeshave has been made on LLM close to proximal end with retouch along flat 10mm scraping edge. Retouch around distal end and partial retouch along RLM.
108 Crushed Retouched LN/EBA Large flake of even thickness. Cutting edge is on RLM with use wear damage to edge. LLM has abrupt retouch along entire length, may have been hafted. Distal end has retouch and abrasion, also some minor plough damage. 
109 Prepared Plunging Neo-BA Large twisted flake with point at corner of RLM and distal end and retouch around point. Distal end has deep concave curve with retouch along length. Retouch along LLM, RLM and proximal end to facilitate handling. Dorsal side has a flake removed at 90° which fits index finger when holding. Distal end is heavily patinated and iron stained. •
110 Cortex Broken LBA Proximal end of very large flake with horizontal break showing some partial retouch. No other retouch visible.
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69420 76000 • 3 Nose scraper 43 29 11 1.48 18.1 3 0 Large ? L/G
69420 76000 • 3 • 40 30 12 1.33 21.6 0 0 Diffuse L/G
69440 76180 • 2 Cutting edge (?hafted) 42 21 15 2.00 10.6 1 1 Small M/B>G
69440 75980 • 2 End & side Scraper + notch x2 48 34 6 1.41 17.1 0 1 Large M/B>G
69460 75600 • 3 Cutting edge 44 39 13 1.12 14.7 0 0 Large M/G
69460 76000 • 3 Borer 37 22 11 1.68 6.0 1 0 Small M/G
69460 76220 • 3 Cutting edge 33 48 9 0.68 14.9 1 0 Large M/G
69480 75600 • 3 Denticulate edge 52 42 14 1.23 28.8 0 0 Diffuse M/B>G
69480 75600 • 3 Notch + ?scraper 46 >52 10 – 21.7 2 0 Large L/B>G
69480 75640 • 2 Cutting edge + denticulate edge     + spokeshave 44 29 10 1.51 14.7 0 1 Small D>M/G
69480 75980 • 2 Notch 47 36 12 1.30 20.3 0 1 Large Brown
69480 76420 • 1 Cutting edge 46 23 6 2.00 8.4 0 3 Small D>M/B>G
69500 76100 • 2 Piercer/borer + notch 49 42 12 1.16 23.0 0 2 Large D/B>G
69500 76180 • 2 (edges) Scraper >64 64 11 – 60.1 1 1 (edge) Diffuse D>M/B>G
695201 75660 • 2 ?Awl or denticulate edge 30 32 7 0.93 7.7 2 1 Large L/G
695201 75660 • 3 • 64 38 11 1.68 28.6 0 2 Large Brown
69520 75800 • 3 Piercer/borer – burnt 43 37 8 1.16 15.0 0 0 Large M/G
69540 75760 • 2 Hollow scraper/spokeshave x2 55 40 9 1.37 28.1 0 2 Large M/G
69540 75760 • 2 Nose scraper 56 35 13 1.60 26.1 1 2 Small M/B>G
69560 76320 • 2 (edge) Borer/piercer 43 72 13 0.59 43.6 2 1(edge) Large M/B>G
695801 75760 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges 47 32 11 1.46 21.3 1 0 Diffuse Mottled
69600 75940 • 3 ? Cutting tool (edge wear) 77 58 14 1.32 77.3 2 0 Large M>L/B>G
68980 76160 • 2 Cutting tool >44 >33 7 – 14.0 2 1 – M/B>G
69000 76100 • 2 (edge) Combination tool scraper/borer/awl/denticulate 26 46 14 0.56 21.1 0 1 (edge) Small M/G
69000 76140 • 1 • 28 >28 10 – 8.3 0 3 Large M/B
69000 76140 • 2 Cutting edge + awl 40 31 7 1.29 10.5 1 1 Diffuse M>L/G
69000 76140 • 3 Cutting tool 23 22 6 1.04 2.2 1 0 Large M/G
69000 76140 • 2 (edges) • >33 >27 10 – 10.1 0 1 (edge) Large D>M/G
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111 Prepared Retouched Neo-EBA Small flake with pointed distal end which has been blunted by very fine retouch over edge forming "nose" scraper 8mm wide. Retouch along LLM and RLM. Heavily patinated. •
112 Flat Step Neo-BA Waste flake
113 Prepared Feather BA Cutting edge on RLM with use wear. Hafted tool at distal end, haft 13 x 20mm.
114 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Thin, flat and even flake. Abrupt retouch on distal end forming scraper. Small notch at corner of distal end and RLM with fine retouch around curve, abrupt retouch extends down remainder of RLM forming side scraper. Wide notch (12mm x 4mm deep) on lower LLM close to proximal end with retouch around curve. • •
115 Unprepared Broken BA-LBA Proximal end of broken, plough damaged, flake. Cutting edge is on RLM, with use wear damage. Partial retouch on LLM.
116 Prepared Step BA-LBA Thick flake with prominent ridge down centre of dorsal side. Stubby point at distal end has retouch around indicating a borer. Retouched along length of LLM, RLM and dorsal ridge to facilitate handling.
117 Crushed Hinge BA Flake with broad distal end which has been retouched to form cutting edge. Backed along LLM and RLM.
118 Prepared Feather LN/EBA Flake is 55% chert with denticulate edge along LLM, 4 notches making 4 "teeth", one broken along 30mm edge. Broad point with retouch around, on RLM might be a borer. •
119 Missing Plunging BA Flake with diagonal break across from platform to distal end.  Abrupt retouch at distal end adjacent to break could be a scraping edge. RLM has abrupt retouch along it, possible 2nd scraper. Notch at distal end approx. mid-way.
120 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Flake has unusual twist across it. LLM has sharpening retouch and fine abrupt retouch making sharp edge. Distal end has 2 deep notches making 3 distinct "teeth". Twisting has given RLM a curve which has abrupt retouch along entire length. Possibly a spokeshave. Dorsal side has invasive retouch. • •
121 Abraded Retouched BA L-shaped flake with deep notch on LLM. Abrupt retouch around notch and along distal end. Partial retouch on RLM.
122 Cortex Hinge BA Small primary flake with retouch along RLM at distal end forming cutting edge.
123 Prepared Retouched EBA-BA Broad, square-ish flake of even thickness. LLM may have had a denticulate edge with 3 teeth, but all broken. Distal end has abrupt retouch leading to finer retouch at pointed corner with RLM forming piercer. RLM has abrupt retouch with small notch close to proximal end. •
124 Missing Plunging Neo-BA
Very flat flake, more like a slice of flint. Possibly a thermal fracture since platform area is missing and flint smooth and rounded like a hinge fracture where it should be. Abrupt 
retouch extends around RLM and distal end all edges possible scrapers. LLM is partially straight (30mm) and heavily abraded on one side – ?scraper. Remainder of LLM has 
recessed portion – possible spokeshave – with sharp edge.  
•
125 Prepared Plunging BA-LBA Small flint, possibly pebble flint. LLM has partial abrupt retouch/cortex. Distal end has retouch and 2 notches making 3 points one point prominent - middle one broken. ?Denticulate edge (13mm) or awl ?RLM has abrupt retouch.
126 Flat Step BA-LBA Waste flake, possibly plough struck.
127 Retouched Retouched BA Flake is heat damaged, reddish hue to dorsal side. Some retouch at distal end extending down part LLM and RLM. Large protrusion at corner of proximal end and RLM with retouch around point forming piercer/borer. Abrupt retouch over proximal end to facilitate handling. •
128 Prepared Feather BA Concave curve on LLM at distal end with abrupt and semi abrupt retouch on dorsal side making hollow scraper. 2nd hollow scraper opposite on RLM close to proximal end with abrupt retouch along edge.
129 Prepared Plunging BA-LBA Rectangular flake with pointed end at corner of LLM and distal end with abrupt retouch on dorsal side forming narrow scraper. Backed along LLM
130 Cortex Feather BA Broad flake with (broken) point at corner of distal end and RLM. Distal end has 2 notches, probably to facilitate handling. Retouch around LLM.
131 Abraded Step Neo-BA Thick flake with triangular cross section and prominent dorsal ridge. Bilateral retouched along LLM and RLM. No obvious tool type. 
132 Abraded Feather Neo-BA Very large flake, well knapped. RLM is possibly a cutting edge, with use wear damage. LLM has 2 slightly concave areas, possibly scrapers.
Field 4
133 Missing Broken BA-LBA Flake fragment with retouch at proximal end forming cutting edge possibly damaged denticulate. Partial retouch on RLM.
134 Prepared Step BA-LBA
Combination tool – LLM has denticulate edge with 2 notches and 3 points. Distal end has wide edge with cortex over majority and abrupt retouch leading towards pointed corner 
with RLM. Corner point has fine retouch over end suggesting probable nose scraper rather than borer. RLM has abrupt retouch along length, possible scraping edge. Small point 
at corner of RLM and proximal end – awl. Proximal end has various points and notches along length.
•
135 Flat Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
136 Missing Feather LN/EBA Serrated cutting edge on RLM. Distal end has bilateral retouch. LLM has small point midway, formed by notch either side, abrupt retouch extends down length LLM. •
137 Abraded Feather Meso-Neo Small flake with triangular cross section and central ridge on dorsal side. Fine retouch along LLM and RLM with protrusion near proximal end of RLM. 
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69000 76120 • 2 • 40 22 7 1.81 6.7 0 1 Small M/G
69000 76120 • 3 Cutting edge >22 >22 5 – 2.6 0 0 – M/G
690201 76180 • 2 Retouched edges >42 45 7 – 19.4 0 2 Large D/B>G
69060 76000 • 2 Borer/piercer 39 28 12 1.39 16.4 2 2 Large M/G
69060 76000 • 3 Awl / piercer x3 43 38 9 1.13 19.7 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69060 76100 • 2 Scraper >86 44 11 – 60.6 1 2 Large M/G
69060 76120 • 2 Scraper + awl 43 48 19 0.89 47.3 1 1 Small M/G
69060 76140 • 2 Borer + piercer 47 40 20 1.17 45.6 2 1 Large M/B>G
69060 76160 • 2 Scraper 22 36 8 0.61 9.3 1 1 Small M/B>G
69080 76000 • 3 Cutting edge + awl 26 34 9 0.76 7.4 0 0 Diffuse M/G
69000 76200 • 2 (edge) Scraper 40 64 15 0.62 36.9 1 1 (edge) Large D>M/G
69080 76220 • 2 Side and end scraper 51 41 14 1.24 40.3 1 2 Large Mottled
69100 76140 • 2 Piercer/awl + notch 60 49 14 1.22 43.9 3 1 Large L/G
69100 75980 • 2 ? Tool – retouched edge 54 42 8 1.28 22.3 2 1 Large Mottled
69100 76000 • 3 ? Borer >35 >30 5 – 5.3 0 1 Small D/G
69100 76100 • 2 Notch 45 55 16 0.81 38.2 0 1 Large D>M/G
69100 76180 • 2 • >43 >28 17 – 17.0 0 1 Small D>M/G
69100 76280 • 2 Cutting tool >27 >19 3 – 2.4 2 1 – M>L/G
69100 76280   
69100 76280 • 3 Piercer 38 46 9 0.82 16.7 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69120 76140 • 3 Cutting edge >32 35 8 – 10.4 1 0 Large M/G
69120 76180 • 2 Borer + ? hollow scraper 46 36 16 1.27 20.4 0 2 Large D/G
69120 76180 • 3 Cutting edge + ?Awl 38 24 7 1.58 8.0 1 0 Small L/G
69120 76180 • 1 Piercer 34 31 9 1.09 10.8 0 3 Diffuse D>M/B>G
69120 76180 • 2 Scraper ?hafted 58 31 14 1.87 22.6 0 2 Small M/B>G
69120 76180 • 2 (edge) Scraper 44 65 14 0.67 63.3 2 1 (edge) Diffuse M/B>G
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139 Crushed Plunging Neo-BA Waste flake, possibly plough struck.
140 Missing Retouched Meso-Neo Small flake fragment with denticulate cutting edge at distal end. Partial retouch on RLM. Invasive retouch over dorsal side. 
141 Cortex Broken BA-LBA Irregular flake with retouch on RLM and LLM.
142 Flat Step BA-LBA Thick flake with large point and step at distal end with retouch around point. 
143 Crushed Retouched LN/EBA Small very fine point Mid-LLM with retouch all around and leading up to broad point at corner of LLM and distal end. Retouch along distal end with medium point mid-way formed by notch either side. Backed along RLM. •
144 Flat Broken BA-LBA
Large heavy duty tool, probably an end scraper but scraping end has broken due to Flaw (hole) in flake. LLM has deep concave curve 32mm long x 8mm deep midway with a 
similar but smaller 20mm long curve on RLM giving the flake a "waisted" profile. Possible these were hollow scrapers. Abrupt retouch along sloping RLM on dorsal side at distal 
end and on LLM at proximal end.
•
145 Prepared Step BA-LBA Thick flake with semi abrupt retouch around awl point at corner of RLM and distal end and small notch enhancing point on RLM. Abrupt retouch along RLM with slight concave curve possible hollow scraper more likely to facilitate handling. Abraded along part distal and whole LLM, abrupt retouch along LLM possible scraping edge.
146 Abraded Retouched BA-LBA
Thick sub-rectangular flake with 5mm hole near distal end. Borer is at corner of proximal end and RLM piercer opposite at corner with LLM, both have retouch all around and 
broken tips. Abrupt retouch extends along length of RLM and around distal end with semi abrupt retouch around edge where the hole is, but no evidence of any abrasion around 
inside of hole. Retouch was probably to facilitate handling.
•
147 Abraded Feather EBA-BA Small broad scraper. Fine bilateral retouch alternates around RLM, distal and LLM edges. Wide proximal end has semi abrupt retouch forming scraper.
148 Prepared Step BA Broad distal end has slight serrated edge, several small points between notches still present majority damaged. A larger point is at corner of distal end and RLM with a notch on wither side and end damage. Abrupt retouch along RLM, partial retouch along LLM.
149 Abraded Retouched EBA-BA Broad flake with scraper on wide, flat distal end (15mm max 10mm min) with invasive retouch over entire surface and abraded edges. Partial retouch to LLM, RLM is cortical. • •
150 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Sub-rectangular flake with abrupt uninterrupted retouch extending from mid-RLM around distal end and length of LLM. Small area of invasive retouch on dorsal side along distal edge and LLM near proximal end. • •
151 Abraded Retouched LN/EBA Flake may have been modified removing portion of RLM leaving point at corner with distal end, retouch extends around point and down RLM to midway. Distal end has abrupt retouch extending to LLM with a shallow notch midway.  
152 Abraded Step Neo-BA Irregular shape flake. Retouch extends along length of LLM with partial retouch on RLM. Jagged edge on distal end may be caused by flaw in flint. ? Use.
153 Retouched Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of broken flake. All edges have been retouched probable use as a borer, pointed edge at distal end with retouch leading to notch on RLM making broad flat point.
154 Prepared Feather BA-LBA Deep notch on LLM at distal end with retouch along remaining LLM. Retouch around convex distal end.
155 Abraded Broken BA-LBA Waste flake, possibly plough struck.
156 Missing Broken LN/EBA Broken flake, cutting edge of a blade, dorsal side has parallel flake scar ridges. 
157    Plough struck flake
158 Flat Feather BA-LBA Piercer point (4x5mm) on distal end adjacent to RLM, formed by notch either side. Retouch along remaining distal end and along RLM. •
159 Prepared Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of broken flake, retouch along break. Cutting edge on LLM with retouch and edge use wear. Retouch on RLM. 
160 Flat Feather BA-LBA Broad point midway on RLM, either side has a concave area suitable as hollow scraper or spokeshave. LLM is cortical.
161 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Cutting edge on LLM with retouch and use wear along edge. Abrupt retouch along RLM. Small point on distal end - possible awl.
162 Prepared Hinge Neo-BA Primary flake with point on RLM (4x4mm) and abrupt retouch either side along length of edge and extending around remaining edges. •
163 Abraded Plunging BA
Irregular flake with very narrow proximal end and bulbous distal end. The rounded distal end has partial abrupt retouch but is mostly cortical, however, the cortex has been worn 
smooth and thin and has a dark discolouration which suggests it was used for scraping. Abrupt retouch along RLM with a small notch near distal end, LLM has a notch midway, 
both notches are at the point where the flake widens and the becomes bulbous suggesting this was hafted. Haft measures 28mm long 20mm wide.
•
164 Prepared Step LN/EBA Flake has come from a core turned 90° with the original core platform forming RLM. Thick even flake with abrupt retouch along partial distal end (also some plough damage), around corner with LLM and along part LLM, remainder of LLM is cortical. Areas of abrasion 15mm from edge of RLM suggest it may have been hafted, with scraper on LLM. •
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69120 76260 • 1 • >18 28 4 – 3.1 0 3 Small Brown
69480 75800 • 2 Nose scraper 42 37 7 1.13 10.7 0 1 Large Brown
69140 75980 • 3 Cutting edge (?hafted) 44 32 12 1.37 16.0 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69140 75980 • 3 Serrated cutting edge >20 30 6 – 5.6 0 0 Large Mottled
69140 76200 • 2 (edge) • 48 34 19 1.41 26.4 1 1(edge) Small M/B>G
69140 76220 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >42 46 13 – 24.3 2 0 Large L/G
69140 76220 • 2 • 39 42 9 0.92 26.0 0 1 Small D>M/B>G
69140 76220 • 3 Cutting edge + ?Awl 50 50 12 1.00 31.8 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69140 76220 • 3 • 37 >32 6 – 9.0 1 1 Large L/G
69140 76220 • 1 • 60 22 14 2.72 15.5 0 3 Large Brown
69140 76240 • 2 • 33 48 12 0.68 21.4 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69160 75980 • 3 ? Tool – retouched edges 60 34 16 1.76 43.8 1 0 Diffuse M>L/B>G
69160 75980 • 3 Scraper 49 27 8 1.81 12.6 0 0 Diffuse L/G
69160 76000 • 1 Cutting edge 39 33 5 1.18 5.6 0 3 Large Brown
69160 76200 • 3 Chisel or cutting tool 70 28 16 2.50 29.9 1 0 Diffuse L/G
69160 76220 • 2 (edge) Cutting tool – denticulate edge 44 46 10 0.95 25.0 2 1(edge) Large M/B>G
69160 76260 • 2 (edge) Cutting tool >43 33 9 – 14.2 2 1(edge) Large M/G
69160 76280 • 2 (edge) Scraper 43 31 8 1.38 11.2 2>3 1(edge) Large M>L/G
69160 76280 • 2 (edge) Piercer/borer + scraper 69 37 17 1.86 35.7 1 1(edge) Small Mottled
69160 76320 • 2 (edge) Scraper 36 36 10 1.00 13.5 0 1(edge) Large D/G
69180 76300 • 3 Cutting tool – serrated edge + notch 41 24 6 1.70 8.3 0 0 Small M/G
69200 76200 • 2 (edge) Retouched edges >32 26 8 – 8.4 0 1(edge) Diffuse M/G
69200 76080 • 3 Piercer + awl + ?cutting edge 34 28 10 1.21 8.3 0 0 Large M/G
69200 76080 • 3 Nose scraper 36 23 10 1.56 8.7 1 0 Large M>L/B>G
69200 76080 • 2 (edge) • 28 >16 6 – 2.5 0 1(edge) Small M>L/G
69200 76080 • 2 Scraper + awl 41 22 8 1.86 7.6 0 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69200 76260 • 2 (edge) Hollow scraper 53 33 8 1.60 18.9 2 1(edge) Small M>L/G
69200 76260 • 2 Hollow scraper >41 41 11 – 19.7 2 2 Small M/G
0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
MSGC 




166 Cortex Broken Neo-BA Waste flake
167 Prepared Retouched EBA/BA Narrow distal end has retouch forming nose scraper. Retouch along RLM and partial LLM.
168 Abraded Hinge LN/EBA Cutting edge on LLM and around corner with distal end. Small notch on LLM 10mm from proximal end and a concave area with abrupt retouch opposite on RLM suggest this was a hafted tool.
169 Abraded Broken LN/EBA Broken proximal end of flake. LLM has serrated edge, with notches from alternate dorsal and ventral sides. RLM has abrupt retouch. 
170 Cortex Feather BA-LBA Waste flake, has pointed end with break at tip but no retouch, possible expedient tool?
171 Unprepared Broken BA-LBA Cherty flint, retouch along LLM. Distal end has a tranchet type flake removal from LLM across to RLM, ma have been to sharpen edge for cutting.
172 Abraded Step BA-LBA Waste flake
173 Flat Retouched LN/EBA T-shaped flake with wide distal end which has had a tranchet flake removal giving cutting edge which has use wear damage. Partial retouch and abrasion along RLM. Invasive flake removal on LLM making concave curve. • •
174 Prepared Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
175 Prepared Hinge Neo-BA Waste flake
176 Prepared Step Neo-BA Waste flake
177 Abraded Hinge BA Possible cutting edge on LLM. RLM has abraded edge possibly a scraping edge.
178 Retouched Feather LN/EBA Twisted flake. Semi abrupt retouch on RLM forming scraper. Partial semi abrupt retouch on ventral side of LLM 
179 Prepared Feather BA-LBA Primary flake with cutting edge on LLM with partial retouch and edge use wear. RLM is cortical.
180 Unprepared Retouched LN/EBA
Thick, wedge shaped flake with prominent dorsal ridge which has been invasively retouched and abraded to facilitate handling of tool. Abrupt retouch on LLM near proximal end 
for handling, semi-abrupt retouch from midway to dorsal end. Dorsal end has been modified and sharpened by a flake removal and bilateral retouch sharpening edge use 
damage present. Shape of tool and handling suggests chisel or cutting tool.
• •
181 Abraded Step LN/EBA Wedged, disc shaped flake. Extensive abrupt retouch on wider, convex, LLM and along proximal edge, (focussed around point at corner but does not appear to be a functional point). Thinner RLM curves around to distal end and has partial denticulate edge, 3-4 notches and 3 remaining "teeth" with use wear and damage. Fits left hand as cutting tool. •
182 Prepared Broken BA Cutting edge on LLM with retouch and use wear along edge. Abrupt retouch along RLM to facilitate handling. Distal end is part cortical with break on side nearest to LLM.
183 Prepared Feather LN/EBA Flake has scars on dorsal side with parallel ridges. Abrupt retouched along length of LLM, possible scraping edge. Abrupt retouch along RLM at distal end. Distal end has short thicker length (10mm) with partial cortex which has abrupt retouch, suggesting nose scraper. Remainder of distal end has been modified. •
184 Prepared Plunging BA Thick, irregular flake with point at corner of LLM and distal end, which has been enhanced by notch either side and abrupt retouch along remainder of distal end to facilitale handling. RLM has retouch and abraded edge. LLM at proximal end has abrupt retouch for 20mm probable scraper. •
185 Cortex Plunging BA Partial retouch to RLM and around distal end. Scraping edge at distal end.
186 Abraded Step LN/EBA Flat flake of even thichness. LLM has serrated edge formed by small abrupt retouch even and widely spaced. RLM may have had denticulate edge as startd with 2 notches and 2 "teeth" at proximal end, then a damaged area, which has a deep notch midway, followed by another smaller notch and point near distal end. Distal end has abrupt retouch. •
187 Prepared Broken EBA-BA Proximal end of broken flake. Possible cutting edge on LLM, partial retouch on RLM.
188 Prepared Feather EBA-BA Flake has point at corner of distal end and RLM forming piercer, RLM has had a flake removed lengthwise to facilitate handling. LLM has sharp edge ?cutting, small notch close to distal end forming awl point. Distal end has 2nd awl point midway, formed by abrupt retouch either side. •
189 Prepared Feather LN/EBA Dorsal scars show flake from core rotated through 90°. RLM has concave area near proximal end formed by flake removal and retouch along edge, possibly scraper but more loikely to facilitate handling as nose scraper. Distal end has narrow point with abrupt retouch giving scraping edge. LLM has partial retouch. •
190 Missing Step Neo-BA Waste flake
191 Retouched Retouched LN/EBA Sub-rectangular flake with rounded distal end with abrupt retouch extending along RLM forming scraper. Lower half of LLM has thin edge, corresponding with 2 flake scars on dorsal side showing core was rotated through 90°. Awl is midway with abrupt retouch and notch forming point. LLM is thick near distal end with abrupt retouch. •
192 Abraded Feather BA Irregular flake. RLM has concave curve with partial cortical edge, abrupt retouch has removed most of the cortex, abrasion on ventral edge suggests hollow scraper. Backed along LLM. Distal end has retouch around a 2nd concave curve, could be a 2nd scraper, or to assist holding, or for hafting, although no other indication of hafting opposite.
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69200 76260 • 3 Borer 43 43 17 1.00 25.7 1 0 Small L/G
69220 76040 • 2 (edge) ?Cutting tool – ?hafted or/+ notch >40 26 8 – 9.0 1 1 Large M>L/G
69220 76100 • 3 Cutting tool (broken blade) >36 17 6 – 3.4 1 0 Diffuse L/G
69220 76120 • 2 Cutting tool 51 65 14 0.78 51.8 3 + 1 Large M/G
69220 76120 • 2 (edge) Scraper 34 33 7 1.03 8.2 1 1(edge) Large M>L/B>G
69240 76300 •   40 44 20 – 48.9 2 <5% – M/G
69240 76320 • 2 Cutting tool 47 24 11 1.95 12.8 0 1 Large Brown
69240 76380 • 3 Scraper 35 35 16 – 26.5 0 0 – M/G
69260 76040 • 2 (edge) Scraper +borer + notch >33 59 10 – 23.0 1 1(edge) Small M>L/G
69260 76400 • 2 Piercer / awl 56 40 12 1.40 30.0 1 1 Small L/G
69260 76640 • 2 Hollow scraper/spokeshave x2 54 40 16 1.35 51.7 1 1 (1%) Large M/G
69300 76180 • 3 ? Scraper 46 30 9 1.50 13.7 2 0 Large M>L/B>G
69300 76180 • 3 Piercer and awl >29 >54 9 – 14.9 2>3 0 – M>L/B>G
69300 76340 • 2 Notch 64 46 12 1.39 51.0 1 1 Large Mottled
69300 76280 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges >40 36 17 – 36.3 1 1 Large M/G
69380 76260 • 3 Cutting edge / knife >43 28 4 1.53 9.3 0 0 Diffuse Mottled
69300 76920 • 2 Retouched edges >37 34 6 – 11.9 0 1 Small M/B>G
  
68920 75680 • 3 Spokeshave 64 48 18 1.33 54.0 1 0 Large M/G
68940 75700 • 2 ? Tool >42 >62 27 – 86.4 3 2 Diffuse M/G
68940 75700 • Tool Core tool – chopper 56 52 44 – 177.0 0 – – M/G
68940 75700 • 3 • >18 34 5 – 3.9 1 0 Diffuse L/G
68940 75700 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges >30 >32 12 – 15.8 0 1 Small D>M/G
68940 75700 • 3 Borer 31 45 16 0.68 18.5 1 0 Small L/G
68960 75700 • 3 Nose scraper + ?awl 37 53 19 0.69 28.8 1 0 Small M/G
68960 75720 • 3 Awl + notch 25 21 8 1.19 3.1 0 0 Small L/G
194
MSGC   
97/82      
Fields 1-5
















Flint   
Number  
0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%







Natural flint with 














Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
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194 Flat Retouched LN/EBA Flake has come from core turned through 180° as dorsal scars are in opposite direction. LLM, may be broken edge, but more likely modified for handling. Retouch at distal end forming point with notch to one side. Partial retouch on RLM to facilitate handling.
195 Cortex Broken EBA-BA Proximal end of flat flake, no dorsal ridges. Notch lower LLM, with retouch around curve might be for hafting, since smaller concave area with retouch occurs on RLM. LLM edge has had sharpening flake removal above notch to break. RLM is backed by abrupt retouch near distal end break.
196 Crushed Broken Meso-Neo Proximal end of blade flake, central ridge down dorsal side and triangular cross section. Use wear down LLM on possible cutting edge. Partial retouch on break near RLM.
197 Prepared Retouched Palaeolithic Heavily patinated – creamy yellow with ironstaining – flake. Bag has Palaeo? On it, I agree probably come from the gravels. All edges have retouch, corner of LLM and distal end is pointed, about 45° at corner. •
198 Prepared Plunging LN/EBA Flake has curving distal end which is pointed at corner with RLM and then curves back in a concave curve on RLM giving an S-shape. Point has abrupt retouch on distal end forming a scraping edge and blunt point. Partial bilateral retouch on LLM to facilitate handling. •
199 – – 5 Neo-BA Core from small flint nodule. One primary platform with 3 flake scars other scars are at different angles so core has been rotated. •
200 Cortex Retouched EBA-BA Rectangular flake with very prominent dorsal ridge which has invasive retouch over it extending to the lateral margins and backed by abrasion along its length. Distal end has a tranchet flake removal from dorsal side giving sharp cutting edge, which has some use wear evidence. Partial retouch on LLM at proximal end to facilitate handling. • •
201 – – LN/EBA Flake appears to be a natural thermal flake as no evidence for knapping on very flat ventral side. Alternatively it may be a worked out core as dorsal side has a crushed edge that may have been a platform. Flake has very steep sides 3 have been abruptly retouched forming scraper, the 4th side is untouched. • •
202 Prepared Broken BA Proximal end of broad flake. Broken edge has extensive retouch, with distinct points either end. Nose scraper at corner of LLM enhanced by small notch below on LLM. Piercer/borer at corner with RLM with retouch all around forming point. Large notch mid-RLM with retouch and abrasion on curve. •
203 Prepared Feather BA Sub-rectangular flake with invasive retouch over dorsal side along LLM. Small protrusion mid-LLM with broken end suggests tool is a piercer or awl. Distale end has abrupt retouch along it to fcilitate handling. RLM has partial retouch and abrasion to facilitate handling.
204 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Thick, even flake with 2 hollow scrapers, one at distal end the other mid-LLM, inner concave curves have retouch and abrasion. Backed along RLM on dorsal edge. •
205 Abraded Feather LN/EBA Sub-rectangular flake with some plough damage at distal. Semi-abrupt retouch along RLM, becoming finer and more even at distal end up to plough damage, suggesting scraping edge. Backed along LLM by fine abrupt retouch along edge.
206 – – LN/EBA Medial part of large flake. Distal end break has retouch along length, broken piercer/borer has been bade at corner with LLM which has concave curve up to corner. Proximal end has abrupt retouch with awl formed by a deep notch either side of point.
207 Prepared Plunging BA Large flake with numerous dorsal scars at various angles, ?thinning flake. Notch mid-LLM with partial retouch along edge. Backed along RLM and distal end to facilitate handling.
208 Abraded Broken BA Proximal end of broken flake with triangular cross section. Both LLM and RLM are retouched.
209 Abraded Retouched LN/EBA Proximal end  of very flat blade-like flake of even thickness, with parallel edges and dorsal scars. LLM appears to be the cutting edge with edge wear damage. Backed on RLM. • •
210 Prepared Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of broken flake (old break). Both LLM and RLM have semi-abrupt retouch so finished tool may have been a scraper. Some invasive retouch on ventral side.
Field 5   
211 Unprepared Feather BA-LBA Large flake. Concave curve on LLM has fine retouch around edge making a sharp spokeshave. Remainder of LLM and around proximal end has semi abrupt retouch; the ridges on dorsal side have been abraded; to facilitate handling.
212 Prepared Broken Palaeolithic Proximal end  of very large, thick flake with heavy patination and iron staining over ventral and dorsal (part cortical) side. Break is patinated but not as heavily as the sides.
213 – – 18-20 EBA-BA Extesively worked core, which has been rotated through 90° several times. One edge of core has been formed into a cutting edge by alternate flake removals along it. Opposite end of core fits hand comprtably if used as a chopper. •
214 Abraded Broken Neo-BA Waste flake
215 Prepared Broken BA-LBA Proximal end of broken flake. LLM has fine retouch along edge, possible cutting edge. RLM has abrupt retouch along edge, possible scraper on part of edge.
216 Abraded Hinge BA-LBA Borer on RLM, formed by flake removal and retouch around point. Dorsal side has big hinge scar.
217 Retouched Feather EBA-BA
Triangular shaped flake with broad point at junction of proximal, RLM and distal ends. Surface of broad point has retouch blunting end, which according to Butler (2005, 
Prehistoric Flintwork, page 50) indicates it is a nose scraper rather than a piercer, although it may have had a change of use during its lifetime. Backed along LLM and Distal end 
with some modification to proximal end.
•
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69000 75800 • 2 Scraper 48 42 11 1.14 19.7 0 1 Large M>L/G
69000 75800 • 2 Cutting edge ?chisel 51 43 18 2.83 26.0 0 2 Large M/G
69000 75700 • 2 Notches 46 46 15 1.00 39.7 0 2 Large D>M/G
69000 75700 • 2 ? Borer or nose scraper 42 42 10 1.00 25.4 1 1 Diffuse M/G
69000 75700 • 3 Awl 32 48 14 0.66 28.8 0 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69020 75700 • 3 Denticulate edge + awl + hollow scraper 41 50 18 0.82 25.9 0 1(edge) Diffuse M>L/G
69020 75700 • 2 Cutting edge + ?borer 27 >21 8 – 5.1 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69020 75700 • 1 Notch 45 >49 12 – 28.8 0 3 Large M/G
69020 75720 • 2 (edge) Denticulate edge + borer 48 37 10 1.29 17.3 0 1(edge) Diffuse D>M/G
69020 75740 • 2 (edge) Scraper >52 >60 17 – 65.1 1 1(edge) Large M/G
69020 75860 • 2 End Scraper >49 38 9 – 23.3 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69020 75860 • 3 ? Tool – retouched edge 33 23 7 1.43 5.5 0 0 Diffuse M/G
69020 75920 • 2 (edge) ? Tool - retouched edges 32 26 10 1.23 8.6 0 1(edge) Small M>L/G
69040 75780 • 2 Serrated cutting edge >28 18 5 – 3.4 0 1 Large M/G
69040 75780 • 3 ? Notch 27 22 8 1.22 5.1 1 0 Small M/G
69120 75980 • 2 (edge) Cutting edge 35 22 5 1.59 4.9 0 1 (1%) Large M/B>G
69120 75980 • 3 Scraper >31 39 12 – 20.5 0 0 – L/G
69120 75900 • 2 Side Scraper 32 30 10 1.06 10.4 0 1 Large M>L/G
69140 75720 • 2 Piercer/borer + hollow scraper 44 31 8 1.41 14.0 0 1 Large D>M/G
69140 75840 • 3 Cutting tool >45 43 6 – 16.5 2 0 Large M>L/G
69160 76740 • 1 Retouched edges >34 >34 8 – 12.1 2 0 – M>L/G
69180 75780 • 2 (edge)  • >39 >28 8 – 7.8 1 1(edge) Large M/G
69180 75780 • 3 Awl 38 >39 10 – 17.7 1 0 Large M>L/G
69180 75800 • 1 ? Tool - retouched edges 69 54 15 1.27 58.7 2 1 Small D>M/G
69180 75800 • 3 ? Tool - retouched – – 9 – 13.5 0 0 – Mottled
69180 75680 • 3 Piercer / awl 47 45 13 1.04 36.3 1 0 Large M/B>G
69180 75860 – ?tool – – – – 25.9 – – – Brown
69180 75880 • 2 Scraper 30 28 8 1.07 8.8 1 1 Large M>L/G
69180 75880 – – – – – 7.4 – – – L/G
69180 75880 – – – – – 3.6 – – – L/G
69180 75880 • 3 Cutting edge 35 >26 8 – 11.9 0 0 Diffuse D>M/G
69180 75940 • 3 Nose scraper + ?awl >35 29 8 – 9.5 1 0 Large M>L/G
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OS Grid Co-ordinates Cores Flakes
Natural flint with 
edge retouch – tool 
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(gram) 0 = None
1 = ≤ 50%
2 = > 50%
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OXCMS	1998.85			:			Mapledurham	South	Golf	Course		:		Fieldwalking	–		Fields	1-5			:			1997/8
Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
MSGC 




219 Prepared Retouched BA Broad flake with curving distal end which has been modified and retouched forming scraping edge. Backed on RLM (partial) and LLM.
220 Crushed Hinge BA-LBA Wedge shaped flake with broad thin cutting edge at distal end with retouch and use wear. Backed along RLM and LLM.
221 Abraded Plunging BA-LBA Thick flake. Single notch on RLM. Distal end has 3 notches with retouch all along edge. Partial retouch on LLM, remainder cortical. Retouch on RLM below notch. 
222 Prepared Broken BA Pointed corner of proximal end and LLM is a focus of retouch all around. End is blunted by a break or retouch. Distal end tip is broken, retouch runs up to break on either side.
223 Unprepared Feather BA Sub-rectangular flake. Awl point has been made on RLM with a notch either side and retouch. Backed along LLM by abrupt and semi abrupt retouch.
224 Cortex Step EBA-BA Thick flake with point at distal end with notches either side and retouch plus abrasion along the edge. Denticulate cutting edge along LLM, 5 notches and 6 points. RLM has retouched edge plus abrasion along length with concave curve midway - possible hollow scraper. •
225 Prepared Feather BA Small flake broken in antiquity as retouch and abrasion on break. Cutting edge along distal end has edge wear and retouch. Retouch along RLM. Proximal end has small point with retouch around ?borer.
226 Prepared Feather BA Primary flake with break across part of LLM. Large wide notch has been made at distal end with retouch around inner curve.
227 Crushed Plunging BA Twisted flake with curving RLM which has denticulate edge, 4 notches and 5 points all with use wea damage. LLM has retouch along langth and has prominent point at distal end which has retouch all around. Thick distal end is cortical with partial invasive retouch.
228 Retouched Retouched BA-LBA Large, thick flake with retouch along every edge and abrasion along dorsal ridge. 
229 Prepared Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of flake, possibly broken either break or distal end has fine abrupt retouch along length forming scraper. Retouch along LLM with invasive retouch on ventral side. Retouch along RLM, minor damage possibly by plough. •
230 Prepared Feather BA Small flake, probably a cutting tool. LLM has partial retouch/edge use wear.
231 Retouched Step BA Irregular flake with retouch at proximal end and RLM. ?Tool, either cutting tool (RLM edge) or borer (Proximal end) 
232 Prepared Broken BA Proximal end of small flake with serrated cutting edge on RLM. Retouch over break at distal end. Possible damage to LLM, or natural hole in flint breakage.
233 Prepared Feather BA Possible notch mid-RLM. Otherwise debitage.
234 Abraded Feather EBA-BA Small flake with cutting edge on LLM. Backed on RLM.
235 Missing Plunging BA Broken flake, proximal end has been modified removing platform area. Scraper is on RLM extending around distal end. LLM is broken.
236 Crushed Plunging BA Curving LLM has cortex on sloping dorsal side, edge has fine abrupt retouch making scraper. Backed on distal end by partial retouch and along length of RLM with fine abrupt retouch on edge. Proximal end has abrupt retouch also to facilitate handling.
237 Prepared Plunging BA Pointed flake with piercer/borer at distal end. Dorsal side has invasive retouch all over. RLM has abrupt retouch around concave area forming hollow scraper. Retouch along LLM
238 Prepared Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of thin flake (even thickness) with central dorsal ridge. LLM is probable cutting edge, has use wear and damage. Partial retouch on RLM. Heavily patinated.
239 Missing Hinge LN/EBA Flake fragment with abrupt and semi abrupt retouch on dorsal end - probably a scraper. Broken in antiquity, heavily patinated on broken proximal end.
240 Cortex Broken Neo-BA Waste flake
241 Prepared Retouched BA Priximal end of flake, possible heat exposure. Distal end has point near RLM formed by a notch on distal end. RLM has broken edge. Semi abrupt retouch on LLM.
242 Prepared Hinge ?Palaeolithic Large, old flake with patination removed by knapping + some plough damage. Possible cutting tool.
243 – – ? Flake fragment with ridges on both sides. Some invasive retouch on one side focussing around a cherty point, ?borer. Possibly pebble flint.
244 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA
Flake from a multidirectional core. Scars on dorsal side are from the same and opposite direction, meeting along a central ridge. Small point at corner of RLM and distal end with 
abrupt and semi abrupt bilateral retouch on RLM and abrupt retouch on distal end focusssed around and sharpening point. All other margins have retouch both abrupt and semi 
abrupt with invasive retouch on dorsal side at proximal end and along RLM.
• •
245 – – ?LBA ? Looks like a piece of natural flint with thermal fractures. Might have had some retouch but not convincing.
246 Abraded Hinge BA Small flake with abrupt retouch along LLM forming scraper. Backed along distal end. 
247 – – ? ? Looks like a piece of natural flint, otherwise debitage.
248 – – ? ? Looks like a piece of natural flint, otherwise debitage.
248 Prepared Hinge LN/EBA Blade-like flake. Cutting edge on LLM with use wear damage. RLM is broken probably in antiquity but might be plough damage.
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69180 75820 • 2 (edge) Awl + ?spokeshave 35 32 9 1.09 9.5 1 1(edge) Large L/G
69200 75780 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges 27 27 9 1.00 8.3 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69040 75800 • 2 (edge) Side Scraper 44 40 13 1.10 31.3 0 1(edge) Large D>M/G
69040 75880 • 1 Retouched edges >32 28 8 – 10.2 0 3 Large D/G
69040 75920 • 2 (edge) Awl + notch + spokeshave 40 >34 7 – 10.8 0 1(edge) Large M/B>G
69050 75820 • 3 End Scraper + ?cutting edge 45 35 14 1.28 25.4 1 0 Large L/G
69080 75940 • 3 Cutting tool 46 36 13 1.27 25.4 0 0 Large D>M/G
69100 75680 • 2 Scraper 47 >44 14 – 29.6 1 2 Large M/G
69100 75700 • 3 – >25 24 5 – 3.0 0 0 – L/G
69100 75780 • 2 Notch 20 26 6 0.76 3.7 0 1(edge) Large M/B>G
69100 75780 • 2 ? Cutting tool (edge wear) 34 44 16 0.77 26.7 0 1 Small D>M/G
69100 75780 • 3 Spokeshave 30 38 8 0.78 10.8 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69100 75780 • 2 • 42 45 21 0.93 29.0 0 0 Small D/G
69100 75860 • 3 Denticulate edge 42 44 13 0.95 28.6 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69100 75860 • 2 Borer + Scraper 50 58 15 0.86 44.8 0 2 Small M/G
69100 75860 • 1 • 18 17 6 1.05 1.8 0 3 Small D>M/G
69100 75880 • 3 Cutting edge + notch >38 >36 12 – 19.1 3 0 Large ?M/G
69120 75800 • 2 (edge) Retouched >94 58 20 – 107.6 0 1(edge) Large Mottled
69200 75880 • 2 (edge) Piercer/borer >31 >42 11 – 15.8 1 1(edge) Large D>M/G
69200 759600 • 2 Scraper 54 34 14 1.58 22.1 0 1 Large M/B>G
69240 75680 • 1 Scraper 44 36 6 1.22 14.8 0 3 Small M/G
69240 75800 • 2 (1%) Piercer and awl 41 28 5 1.46 5.1 0 1 (1%) Small M/G
69240 75920 • 2 Borer 49 53 10 0.92 38.3 0 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69240 76960 • 3 Awl + notch >32 30 8 – 9.9 1 0 Small M>L/G
69240 75940 • 2 Scraper ?hafted 95 53 22 1.79 112.4 0 1 Diffuse D>M/G
69260 75700 • 2 (edge) Piercer / awl >20 33 18 0.60 10.3 1 1(edge) Small M/G
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
MSGC 




251 Cortex Feather BA Pointed flake, with point at corner of RLM and distal end retouch focusses on point. Mid distal end has been retouched giving a short concave area, possible spokeshave or to facilitate handling as awl. Bifacial retouch along RLM, on dorsal side from distal end to midway then on ventral side to proximal end. Invasive retouch on dorsal side along LLM. •
252 Flat Feather Neo-BA Small flake with retouch along RLM, possibly a cutting tool.
253 Prepared Feather LN/EBA Wedge shaped flake has semi-circular "notch" at distal end formed by natural hole in flint with cortex around inner edges. Thinner LLM has semi and abrupt retouch along length. RLM is a thick edge (14mm) and has retouch along margin with abrasion along both dorsal and ventral edges suggesting scraping edge. • •
254 Flat Broken Neo-BA Primary flake with plough damage to distal end and LLM. Retouched along LLM and RLM. 
255 Cortex Feather BA Flake made from pebble flint. Corner of LLM and distal end is broken where spokeshave or deep notch with retouch around curve has been made on distal end. Shallow notch with retouch mid-RLM. Smal point with retouch around at corner of RLM and distal end.
256 Prepared Plunging LN/EBA Broad, thick distal end has abrupt and semi abrupt retouch forming scraper. Thin LLM may be a cutting edge with "ragged" edge showing signs of use wear. RLM has partial retouch + cherty inclusion with quartz crystals. •
257 Abraded Feather BA Cutting edge on RLM and possibly around distal end where most use wear damage is present. Backed on thick LLM.
258 Abraded Retouched BA-LBA
Broad flake with break across from mid-RLM to mid-distal end with abrupt retouch extending along both margins either side of break. There is a small point at distal end of break 
that appears to have some retouch emphasising point ?awl. Wide, shallow notch on lower RLM near proximal end. Wide LLM is 50% cortical with abrupt retouch and abrasion 
along edge of dorsal side, margin shows evidence of rubbing/scraping.
259 Missing Feather ? Although this looks like the distal end of a blade flake I believe it is the result of the plough shattering a flint nodule.
260 Cortex Hinge BA-LBA Small flake, probably pebble flint. Notch on RLM near proximal end. 
261 Unprepared Plunging BA-LBA Irregular flake with cortical distal end and partial RLM. LLM has a thin edge with possible use wear damage consistent with cutting. Very pronounced dorsal ridge has been modified to facilitate handling. 
262 Prepared Feather BA-LBA Broad flake with V-shaped spokeshave at distal end with semi abrupt retouch around inner edge. Backed along RLM. Possible cutting edge on LLM.
263 Cortex Feather BA Waste flake
264 Abraded Feather LN/EBA Flake has curved RLM and distal end with denticulate edge, 4 notches and 4 points remaining, damage to final point on distal end. Abrupt retouch along LLM. Left handed tool. •
265 Cortex Step BA Large, broad flake with point at corner of RLM and distal end. Retouch around point which has evidence of abrasion on tip. LLM curves (concave) and has abrupt retouch along length. Partial retouch on RLM. Ventral side has partial invasive retouch to facilitate handling. •
266 Abraded Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
267 Abraded Broken Neo-BA Proximal end of flake with break across from RLM to mid-distal end. LLM edge has use wear damage, probable use as cutting tool. Small notch mid-RLM. Heavily patinated.
268 ?Abraded Broken ?LBA Very large flake with inclusions throughout. Dorsal side looks natural (thermal). Wide RLM has retouch all over margin. LLM has partial retouch. All edges heavily abraded.
269 Prepared Broken EBA-BA Proximal end of broken flake, break has retouch along it with a small notch at the RLM forming a piercer/borer at the corner with RLM. Retouch along RLM and LLM. 
270 Prepared Feather BA Pointed, wedge-shaped flake with abrupt retouch around point at distal end blunting it to form an end or nose scraper. Broad sloping RLM has some abrupt retouch and a wide, shallow notch mid-way, although this fits the index finger when holding as the end scraper so probably made to fcilitae handling. Backed on LLM.
271 Cortex Retouched BA Small, flat primary flake disc-like shape. All edges have abrupt retouch suggesting this was used as a scraper. Bit like a large thumbnail scraper.
272 Retouched Feather BA Pointed flake with piercer/awl at corner of distal end and RLM. Retouch along remainder of distal end which slopes at 45% to LLM where a second point has been made into an awl. Backed ny fine abrupt retouch along LLM.
273 Abraded Feather BA Slight twist on flake. Large, broad borer/piercer at corner of Distal end and LLM formed by a notch either side, one on distal end the other on LLM. Invasive retouch on ventral side to sharpen point. Remainder of distal end cuves around to proximal end, incorporating RLM, with 3 further notches and points between. Backed on LLM. •
274 Prepared Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of flake broken in antiquity as edge has retouch. Semi-abrupt retouch along LLM with small notch formed near proximal end. Bilateral retouch along RLM with small point formed by fine abrupt retouch either side close to break. Some invasive retouch over dorsal side. 
275 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Large well worked flint scraper. Flake may have been a small hand axe blank as RLM has flake removals at 90° along margin. Abrupt retouch around distal end, curving around LLM to just below midway. Possibly hafted at proximal end which has been which has been narrowed on LLM and RLM 20mm from end, making the haft 20mm x 35mm. • •
276 Unprepared Broken BA-LBA Irregular wedge shaped flake. Awl is at corner of break and the thin RLM, Semi abrupt retouch on dorsal side and around edges to sharpen point. Backed on distal edge.
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69260 75760 • 3 Piercer / awl 29 22 6 1.31 4.7 0 1 Large M/G
69260 75780 • 2 Hollow scraper + ?borer 41 33 11 1.24 18.8 0 2 Large M/G
69260 75800 • 2 End Scraper 70 58 22 1.20 94.4 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69260 75800 • 2 • 42 38 8 1.10 12.7 1 1 Large M/G
69260 75800 • 3 Cutting edge >37 >25 8 – 6.7 0 0 – M/G
69260 75820 • 2 End Scraper 47 29 12 1.62 16.8 0 1 Diffuse M/G
69260 75900 • 3 Piercer and borer 38 45 6 0.84 11.2 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69260 75900 • ?Tool ?Core tool – borer 66 54 32 – 112.4 3 + 0 – –
69260 75900 • 2 Scraper >32 24 5 – 4.5 0 1 – M/B>G
69260 75900 • 2 Cutting tool >30 20 8 – 5.7 0 1 – D/G
69280 75760 • 3 Nose scraper + ?spokeshave 28 35 8 0.80 9.7 0 0 Small D/G
69280 75760 • 3 ? Tool - retouched edges >49 >50 15 – 42.4 1 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69280 75760 • 3 Scraper 42 53 16 0.79 43.6 1 0 Small M>L/G
69280 75660 • 3 ? Tool 42 57 14 0.73 36.7 1 0 Large M/B>G
69280 75720 • 3 • 17 12 4 1.41 0.9 0 0 Large D/G
69280 75720 • 2 Awl + notch x2 + scraper 72 42 12 1.71 42.7 2 1 Large M/G
69280 75820 • 2 (edge) • 21 18 5 1.16 2.3 1 1(edge) Small L/G
69280 75820 • 2 (1%) Hollow scraper 37 28 5 1.32 7.9 0 1 (1%) Large D>M/G
69300 75720 • 3 Denticulate edge >38 50 8 – 24.0 1 0 Small M/G
69320 75720 • 2 Piercer + notch + scraper 45 33 7 1.36 14.3 0 2 Large M/B>G
69320 75720 • 3 Hollow scraper + ?borer 29 38 8 0.76 9.8 0 0 Large M/G
69320 75720 • 3 Denticulate edge 25 34 12 0.73 13.3 0 0 Small M/G
69320 75800 • 3 Notch + scraper 52 32 5 1.62 14.4 1 0 Large L/G
69320 75800 • 3 Piercer / awl 78 20 10 3.90 15.4 2 0 Small M/B>G
69320 75860 • 3 ?Cutting edge + notch 46 32 7 1.43 10.9 1 0 Small M>L/G
69320 75860 • 2 Scraper 41 38 12 1.07 17.1 0 2 Small D>M/G
69320 75900 • 2 (edge) Scrapers + ?awl + notches 38 31 10 1.22 12.9 0 1(edge) Large M/B>G
69320 75900 • 3 Hollow scraper 30 30 9 1.00 10.7 1 0 Large L/G-Mottled
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
MSGC 




278 Unprepared Retouched BA Small pointed flake. Piercer/awl made on point at corner of distal end and RLM, sharpened by semi abrupt flake removal on ventral side and abrupt retouch on RLM, distal end and around point. Backed along distal end.
279 Abraded Feather BA Hollow scraper at mid-LLM, formed by 2 notches with semi abrupt retouch and abrupt retouch along edge. RLM and around distale end is cortical, distal end has broad point with abrupt retouch either side removing cortex, leaving a cortical point 5mm wide x 2mm high, possible borer point. Small area of retouch on RLM near proximal end. •
280 Cortex Retouched BA Large flake with abrupt retouch on narrow area at distal end forming scraper. Backed along RLM.
281 Flat Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
282 Missing Feather EBA-BA Distal end of flake. Sharp RLM has use wear damage, probable cutting edge. Invasive retouch over dorsal and ventral sides to facilitate handling.
283 Abraded Hinge BA Sub-rectangular flake with retouch at distal end forming scraper. Backed along RLM.
284 Retouched Retouched LN/EBA Combination tool. Piercer has been made on distal end with invasive retouch on ventral and distal sides and edges around point. Borer has been made at proximal end, platform strike point forms borer point with notches either side. Abrupt retouch around all margins, also semi abrupt along LLM possible scraper? •
285 – – 4 ?Palaeolithic Heavily patinated flint core, probably Palaeolithic. Has point at one end of platform with flake removals either side ?borer.
286 Missing Retouched BA Distal end of small flake. Retouch along LLM,RLM and around distal end forming scraping edges.
287 Missing Feather BA Distal end of flake. Left handed tool, cutting edge on RLM with retouch along edge. Backed at distal end with invasive retouch on dorsal side to facilitate handling.
288 Prepared Retouched BA Small flake with concave curve at distal end ending in a point with RLM. Point has been blunted by retouch making nose scraper, concave curve has retouch and abrasion ? Spokeshave. Thick edges along RLM and LLM with retouch along length. 
289 Prepared Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of large flake. Thick RLM with retouch along edge. Thin LLM with semi abrupt retouch along edge. Possible cutting tool as LLM is quite sharp.
290 Abraded Retouched EBA-BA Broad thick flake. Abrupt retouch along LLM and around distal end forming probable scraping edge, although retouch is quite widely spaced in places leaving ridges.
291 Abraded Plunging BA Broad flake, irregular shape with extensive retouching along distal end. A notch has been made on RLM/distal end but looks unused. ?tool.
292 Abraded Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
293 Abraded Plunging EBA-BA
Large flake knapped from core turned through 90° seen by dorsal scars. Abrupt retouch along length LLM with two small notches eitherside of awl point just below midway. 
Notches opposite on lower RLM, one a small deep notch the second nearer proximal end is wider with abrupt retouch around inner curve. Upper end of RLM slopes at 45° to 
distal end with thicher edge having retouch and abrasion possible scraper.
294 Abraded Feather Neo-BA Waste flake
295 Prepared Retouched LN/EBA Small flake with invasive retouch over whole of dorsal side. Flake has a pointed distal end (blunted) which slopes in a slight concave curve to RLM, cureve has retouch and abrasion suggesting use as hollow scraper. Retouched along all edges. •
296 Prepared Broken BA Proximal end of broken flake. LLM has 3 notches with 4 points making denticulate cutting edge, with bilateral invasive retouch.
297 Prepared Retouched EBA-BA Flake has point at corner of LLM and distal end with retouch all around point. Mid-LLM has protrusion with small notch between two points. RLM around to mid-distal end has abrupt retouch – either to facilitate handling or could be used as scraper. •
298 Prepared Feather BA Broad flake with short hollow scraper at distal end. Flake also has a point at corner of distal end and RLM although no retouch but point looks as though it has use wear. 
299 Flat Feather BA LLM has 2 notches with 3 points forming denticulate cutting edge. Backed along distal end.
300 Abraded Retouched LN/EBA Flake is of even thickness with broad distal end. Narrow proximal end has deep notch on RLM with abrasion around inner curve. Distal end has abrupt retouch could be used as a scraper. Retouch all along LLM and partial retouch along RLM. •
301 Prepared Retouched Neo-LN/EBA Long, thin blade flake with pointed end which has extensive abrupt retouch along RLM for 30mm from tip which is unpatinated. Equivalent retouch on LLM but is patinated. Remainder of RLM and LLM have retouch. • •
302 Retouched Retouched BA Either LLM or RLM could be cutting edges. Small notch at distal end is heavily abraded. Invasive reouth on dorsal side at proximal end.
303 Unprepared Plunging BA Wedge shaped flake with thick curving, cortical, distal end which shows signs of use as a scraper. Backed by retouch along LLM and RLM and partial abrasion along dorsal ridge.
304 Prepared Plunging BA Wedge shaped flake with cortical LLM and part distal end, remainder of distal end semi abrupt retouch forming scraping edge. Lower RLM also semi abrupt retouch making scraper. RLM also has a single notch and a double notch along it with two points that may have been awls.
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Dark / Mid / Light   
Grey / White / 
Brown
69340 75600 • 3 Scrapers + ?awl >38 >42 6 – 13.0 3 0 Small ?M>L/G
69340 75600 • 1 ? Cutting tool (edge wear) 29 36 8 0.85 11.3 0 3 Diffuse M/G
69340 75780 • 3 Knife 60 38 8 1.57 25.5 2 0 Diffuse M>L/G
69340 75780 • 3 • 16 17 3 0.94 1.6 3 0 Small ?M>L/G
69340 75820 • 3 Hollow scraper 30 >36 13 – 14.6 0 0 Small L/G
69360 75660 • 3 Awl 55 >29 7 – 14.4 3 0 Large ?L/G
69360 75680 • 3 ? Tool >28 16 6 – 2.8 1 0 Small L/G
69360 75780 • 2 (edge) Scraper 39 27 12 1.44 12.4 0 1(edge) Large M>L/G
69280 75800 • 3 Cutting edge >40 >48 18 – 30.8 1 0 Small M/G
69360 75820 • 3 Awl + ?spokeshave >30 50 7 – 14.3 3 + 0 Large ?
 	
69360 75820 • 2 ? Scraper 56 47 18 1.19 56.3 0 1 Large M/G
69360 75900 • 2 (edge) ? Cutting tool (edge wear) 31 29 5 1.06 5.5 0 1(edge) Large M>L/B>G
69380 75800 • 2 Side Scraper 43 37 16 1.16 22.7 0 2 Diffuse D>M/G
69380 75800 • 3 ? Tool >41 18 6 – 4.2 0 0 Small M/G
69380 75880 • 3 Nose scraper + ?spokeshave 27 43 9 0.62 10.6 2 0 Diffuse L/G
69380 75880  Heavy duty cutting tool 62 58 16 – 80.5 0 3 – M/G
69400 75780 • 2 (edge) Composite tool 60 32 15 1.85 25.1 0 1(edge) Large M/G
69420 75960 • 2 ? Tool - retouched edges 47 65 14 0.72 43.2 0 1 Large M/B>G
69200 76580 • 2 Piercer + borer + notch >50 25 9 – 10.9 2 1 Diffuse Brown
69200 76580 • 3 Cutting edge 34 23 5 1.47 5.0 1 0 Diffuse L/G
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Retouched edges are identified from the ventral face with proximal end downwards as being located on the Right or Left Lateral Margin. Analysis by Janet Eastment for PhD research degree with University of Winchester 
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306 Prepared Broken ?Early-Neo Proximal end of possible laurel leaf shaped tool, snapped end is patinated so broken in antiquity. Dorsal side has retouch over whole surface. RLM and LLM have abrupt retouch along length with some slight concave sections ?scraper. Corner of RLM and break has been formed into a small point ?awl. • •
307 Unprepared Plunging Neo-BA Primary flake with minor retouch at corner of Proximal end and LLM. LLM probble cutting edge as it has edge use wear.
308 Retouched Retouched LN/EBA Large thin, even thickness flake with straight LLM and convex RLM giving a D-shape. All edges have retouch, RLM has jagged cutting edge with invasive retouch on ventral side. •
309 Abraded Step Neo-BA Waste flake
310 Unprepared Step BA-LBA Thick irregular flake ?natural? Concave curve on RLM with abrasion.
311 Abraded Hinge LN/EBA Flake broken from lower LLM to distal end leaving point at distal end but no evidence of use. Mid-RLM has abrupt retouch widely spaced leaving small sharp pointed awl. •
312 Abraded Broken LN/EBA Proximal end of broken blade flake with triangular cross section. Possible heat damage, may have cutting edge on LLM.
313 Prepared Retouched BA-LBA Scraping edge at distal end with semi-abrupt retouch on dorsal side. Backed along LLM.
314 Prepared Step BA-LBA Thick flake, cutting edge along LLM/dirsal end with retouch along remaining distal end to facilitate handling plus abrasion along ridge of flake scar on dorsal side.
315 Abraded Broken Neo-LN/EBA Proximal end of heavily patinated flake, broken across LLM to RLM with retouch along edge + small notch. RLM has deep concave curve with retouch to inner edge plus 2 small notches with an awl point between at the apex of the curve. • •
316 Natural	flint
317 Cortex Step BA-LBA Large, thick irregulaar flake, minor retouch to RLM, ?scraper.
318 Cortex Plunging BA Small flake with minor retouch at distal end and possible cutting use wear along LLM. RLM is cortical.
319 Crushed Feather BA Fine abrupt retouch extends along LLM (scraper) around distal end and backed along RLM with some invasive retouch on dorsal side of RLM. LLM is scraping edge.
320 Missing Broken BA-LBA Proximal end of broken flake. Snapped twice at distal end making sharp point ? If in antiquity, If so may have been used as awl. Small area of fine retouch mid RLM to facilitate handling would support use as awl.
321 Abraded Retouched BA Broad flint with retouch along LLM and distal end. RLM has concave curve made by removing a flake and retouch possible spokeshave. Corner of distal end and RLM has 10mm of hinge fracture remaining, retouch suggests small nose scraper.
322 – – BA-LBA Natural "pot lid" flake with retouch around most edges and several flake removed from dorsal side making cutting edge.
323 Prepared Plunging BA Several possible tool types: Mid-LLM has concave curve with abrasion, either spokeshave or haft; LLM at distal end has small point with notch either side ?awl; Thick RLM has cortical convex curve around distal end with minor retouch ?scraper.
324 Crushed Retouched BA-LBA Large broad flake with retouched jagged edges, no obvious tool type.
325 Retouched Retouched Neo-BA Small flake, possibly pebble flint. Double ended piercer/borer both points snapped. Abrupt retouch along length of LLM. Broad notch mid-RLM (13mm) with abrupt retouch  around inner curve. •
326 Crushed Feather LN/EBA Small, broad flake. LLM curves into distal end with fine retouch along LLM portion and a possible denticulate edge along distal end with worn "teeth". Partially backed along RLM. •

































































































































































0 476975 178580 178600 1 • 1 3 • Awl LN/EBA 44.00 37.00 9.00 1.18 21.59 Small	point	at	distal	end.	Backed	LLM	and	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Undefined Meso 1.66 Blade	type	flake	retouch	LLM	and	distal	break.
2 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife Meso 29.00 18.00 5.00 1.61 2.58 Blade	type	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM	backed	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 46.00 27.00 7.00 1.70 9.42 Cutting	edge	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 62.00 40.00 12.00 1.55 44.66 Borer	at	proximal	end,	Abrupt	retouch	LLM	and	part	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 15.85 Proximal	end	of	flake,	abrupt	retouch	around	distal	end.
6 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 5.96 Retouch	on	all	margins.
7 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 11.19 Proximal	end.	Abrupt	retouch	on	RLM.	Retouch	also	on	LLM
8 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 4.92 Proximal	end.	Notch	mid	LLM	
	 4 54.32 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 11.05 Proximal	end.
2 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 45.00 27.00 8.00 1.66 13.85 Cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 9.00 	
4 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife Meso 24.00 19.00 4.00 1.26 2.78 Cutting	edge	RLM.	Patinated	flake.
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 5.00 	
6 • 1 3 • Borer BA 47.03 Point	on	dorsal	side	with	retouch.
7 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 25.00 30.00 7.00 0.83 7.68 Piercer	distal/LLM	corner.	Backed	along	distal.	Retouch	LLM.
8 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 46.00 38.00 16.00 1.21 38.32 Wedge	shape	flake,	cutting	edge	RLM	&	around	curved	distal.
	 5 249.00 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 48.00 42.00 8.00 1.12 23.00 Hollow	scraper	made	at	distal	end	on	LLM	side,	possible	piercer	LLM	Retouch	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 28.00 40.00 13.00 0.70 11.57 Small	point	distal/RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 44.00 25.00 7.00 1.76 8.16 Point	distal/RLM.	Retouch	LLM	and	RLM.
4 • 2 2 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 62.00 38.00 11.00 1.63 30.75 Hollow	scraper	mid	RLM,	awl	mid	LLM,		points	around	distal
5 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 3.05 	
1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 4.00 Proximal	end.	Retouch	along	LLM.
2 • 2 2 • End	Scraper BA 8.51 Distal	end	with	abrupt	retouch
3 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 20.00 23.00 7.00 0.86 5.05 Retouch	on	all	margins.
4 	 Borer BA 57.85 Small	flint	with	flakes	removed	for	handling,	point	on	one	side.
5 	 Borer BA 101.86 Expedient	tool
5 476975 178700 178725 1 	 Scraper BA 44.79 Pot	lid	flint,	retouch	around	edges	and	at	end	for	holding.
1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 46.00 20.00 4.00 2.30 6.28 • • Pointed	flake	with	awl	at	distal	end.	Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	and	part	ventral.
2 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 36.00 20.00 4.00 1.80 3.80 Retouch	RLM	&	LLM
3 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 25.00 17.00 3.00 1.47 1.81 Point	LLM/distal	end	
4 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 26.00 30.00 4.00 0.86 4.16 Awl	RLM,	backed	LLM	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
5 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 4.15 Possible	broken	blade	tip,	cutting	edge	LLM	backed	RLM
6 • 2 2 • 	 9.80
7 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 34.00 18.00 7.00 1.88 3.53
8 • 2 2 • Borer BA 46.57 Broad	point	with	retouch	distal/RLM.	Retouch	along	distal,	broken	LLM.
9 Scraper 	 56.21 Abrupt	retouch	along	one	edge.
10 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 3.57 Cutting	edge	with	small	"teeth"	along	LLM.
	 4 99.68 	 3	pieces	previously	worked.
477000 178575 178600 1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 42.00 19.00 4.00 2.21 4.46 Damaged	point	distal	end,	with	invasive	retouch	on	ventral,	retouch	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 46.00 23.00 6.00 2.00 9.00 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	&	part	LLM.	


































































































































































































4 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 40.00 32.00 7.00 1.25 12.85
Piercers	LLM/distal	&	RLM/proximal	corners.	Hollow	scraper	LLM.	Retouch	all	
margins
5 • 2 1 • Notch BA 26.00 20.00 4.00 1.30 3.14 Small	notch	with	retouch	mid	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 30.00 26.00 7.00 1.15 4.73 Blade	type	flake,	cutting	edge	RLM,	cortex	part	RLM.
7 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 34.00 27.00 6.00 1.25 6.72 Pointed	flake,	possibly	a	simple	knife,	or	broken	piercer.
8 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 29.00 27.00 9.00 1.07 6.07 Abrupt	retouch	part	distal.	Retouch	LLM.
9 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 43.00 36.00 14.00 1.19 16.22 Curved	LLM	has	3-4	denticulate	points.
10 • 1 3 • Notch LN/EBA 41.00 40.00 6.00 1.02 13.26 Deep	notch	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	distal	side.	Patinated	flake
11 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 3.72 Possible	thinning	flake.
12 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 1.43 Medial	flake.	Notch	on	either	side	possible	shoulder	notches	on	a	broken	tang.
13 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 9.00 15.00 3.00 0.60 0.40
14 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 29.87 Borer	on	RLM/distal	break.	Retouch	along	distal	break
15 	 • 	 128.22 3	flake	scars.
1 30.08 	 Previously	worked	burnt	flint.
1 • 2 1 	 • 26.00 28.00 7.00 0.92 5.65 	
2 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 30.00 16.00 6.00 1.87 4.21
3 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 22.00 24.00 10.00 0.91 5.44 Small	notch	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 30.00 28.00 5.00 1.07 4.92 Hollow	scraper	or	denticulate.
5 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 5.22 Point	on	RLM.
6 • 2 2 • Piercer LN/EBA 26.00 18.00 6.00 1.44 3.13 Point	at	distal,	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
7 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 5.00 	
8 • 2 2 	 • LN/EBA 7.00
9 • 2 2 • Notch BA 29.00 40.00 14.00 0.75 17.33 Small	notch	at	distal	end
10 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 5.16 Cutting	edge	LLM.
11 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 6.29 Distal	end,	point	at	LLM	margin.
12 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 35.56 Possible	core	fragment	made	into	scraper.
13 	 Borer BA 20.54 Broad	point	with	retouch.
14 	 • LN/EBA 55.96 Cube	core	with	7	flake	scars.
15 Core	tool Handaxe Neo 221.21 • Hand-size	nodule	with	bilateral	retouch	around	180°	curved	edge
16 	 • • Neo 113.28 Exhausted	core	reused	as	hammerstone.
	 2 76.56 	
1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 54.00 38.00 14.00 1.42 37.61 Cutting	edge	RLM,	hollow	scraper	LLM	and	piercer	RLM/distal.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 37.00 30.00 8.00 1.23 10.06 Retouch	on	all	margins.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 38.00 38.00 13.00 1.00 24.08 Scraper	on	RLM.
4 • 1 3 • Piercer LN/EBA 30.00 18.00 5.00 1.66 3.16 Point	made	at	proximal	end.
5 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife BA 56.00 40.00 16.00 1.40 35.78 Cutting	edge	around	distal	end.
6 • 2 1 • Notch BA 27.00 37.00 9.00 0.72 9.90 Notch	on	RLM.
7 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 4.76 Distal	end	of	flake,	point	on	proximal	break.
8 • 1 3 	 • – 17.00 15.00 4.00 1.13 0,89 	
9 	 Scraper – 15.18 Abrupt	retouch	on	long	edge.
	 5 192.00 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 30.00 35.00 11.00 0.85 11.00 Retouch	around	distal	end.
	 1 48.24 	 Previously	worked	flint.
1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 40.00 50.00 12.00 0.80 26.95 Point	mid	LLM.	Hollow	scraper	lower	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 34.00 38.00 20.00 0.89 27.22 Point	made	at	proximal/RLM.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 12.48
4 	 • 	 152.22 Multiple	flake	scars	all	over	core.
5 	 • 	 92.11
178700
3 477000 178600 178625























































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 42.00 26.00 8.00 1.61 10.00 • Serrated	edge	around	RLM	and	points	at	distal.
2 • 1 3 • Notch – 49.00 34.00 10.00 1.44 19.00 • Deep	notch	RLM.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 37.00 22.00 10.00 1.68 8.49 Small	notch	RLM.	Retouch	along	LLM.
4 • 2 1 	 • BA 15.30
5 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 25.00 22.00 7.00 1.13 4.34 Point	upper	RLM	with	retouch.
6 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 5.91 Proximal	end	of	flake.	Retouch	LLM.
7 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 42.00 42.00 10.00 1.00 18.85
8 	 1 23.26 	 		 Burnt	piercer.
1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 27.00 20.00 6.00 1.35 4.72 Cutting	edge	with	semi	abrupt	retouch	on	RLM.	Backed	LLM
2 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 41.00 35.00 9.00 1.17 16.12 Hollow	scraper	RLM,	possible	piercer	(or	formed	by	break)	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 24.00 38.00 10.00 0.63 8.20 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.
4 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 31.00 21.00 8.00 1.47 5.96 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.
5 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 8.42 Distal	end,	RLM	portion	of	flake,	retouch	both	edges.
6 • 2 2 • Core	flake • BA 76.90 5	flake	scars
7 	 • LN/EBA 27.15 Small	cube	core	with	flake	scars	on	all	sides.
8 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 28.43 Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 44.00 29.00 9.00 1.51 13.89 Point	a	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife BA 15.34 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.
3 	 • 	 126.48 7	flake	scars
	 2 51.11 	 Previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 52.00 33.00 10.00 1.57 19.80 •
Abrupt	retouch	distal	end	+	RLM	=	scraper.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	LLM	=	cutting	
edge 	Point	made	at	proximal	end	=	borer
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 26.00 32.00 7.00 0.81 11.52 Retouch	RLM	and	at	distal.
3 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 27.76 Retouch	along	distal	and	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 33.00 33.00 9.00 1.00 14.66 Cutting	edge	LLM,	
5 	 • LN/EBA 24.19 Exhausted	Core	?reuse	as	scraper.	6	flake	scars.
6 	 Borer – 150.04 Large	natural	flake	with	retouched	edges.	Blunt	damaged	point	centre	one	edge.
7 	 Borer – 102.08 Prominent	point	on	nodule	turned	into	borer.
	 2 24.72 	
5	&	6 477025 178625 178675 – 	 	 No	finds
1 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 22.00 29.00 11.00 0.75 7.81 Cutting	edge	along	distal.
2 • 2 2 • Simple	Knife BA 73.57 Expedient	tool.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 107.90 Expedient	tool.	Retouch	distal	&	RLM.
4 	 Borer BA 49.23 	
1 	 	 Borer BA 62.26 Expedient	tool.	
	 1 34.55 	 Previously	worked.
1 • 3 0 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 40.00 36.00 5.00 1.11 11.90 • Denticulate	edge	LLM.	Pont	mid	RLM.	Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal.
2 	 Borer BA 48.30
3 	 Borer – 63.00 Worked	point	at	end.	?core
4 	 Piercer – 53.47 Sharp	point	at	end.
2 477050 178800 178775 1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 42.00 22.00 8.00 1.90 9.20 Point	corner	RLM	and	distal.
2 477025 178550 178575
3 477025 178575 178600
4 477025 178600 178625
7 477025 178675 178700
























































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 33.00 34.00 12.00 0.97 12.37 • Points	made	on	all	margins.
2 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 32.00 26.00 7.00 1.23 4.68 Cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 17.71
4 	 Cutting	edge 	 131.00 Natural	disc	shaped	flint	with	curved	cutting	edge.
1 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 24.00 44.00 6.00 0.54 8.77 Cutting	edge	around	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 8.18 Curve	at	distal	end	with	abrupt	retouch.
3 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 45.00 30.00 15.00 1.50 20.50 Denticulate	edge	on	RLM.	Backed	at	distal.
4 	 • LN/EBA 40.51 Core	fragment	with	7	flake	scars.
5 	 Borer – 32.50 Long	point	with	retouch.
6 	 Scraper – 36.90
5–9 477050 178725 178600 – 	 	 Not	walked
1 • 2 2 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 52.00 33.00 9.00 1.57 15.51 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	LLM	cortex.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 33.00 31.00 8.00 1.06 8.37 Long	point	formed	at	distal	end	by	retouch.
3 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 35.00 25.00 8.00 1.40 8.15 Cutting	edge	on	LLM,	RLM	cortex.
1 • 3 0 • Side	scraper Meso 2.04 Medial	part	of	blade	type	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM	&	proximal	break.
2 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife Meso 22.00 18.00 5.00 1.22 2.39 Cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 10.50
Proximal	end	of	disc	flake,	Abrupt	retouch	RLM.	Retouch	along	break,	Point	formed	
LLM	at	break.
4 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 4.29
5 • 1 3 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 36.00 50.00 12.00 0.72 24.79 •
Denticulate	edge	with	7	points,	shoulder	notches	on	distal	and	proximal	edges	for	
tang	=	hafted	tool
1 • 2 2 • Piercer LN/EBA 34.00 29.00 7.00 1.17 5.88 Pointed	flake,	piercer	at	distal
2 • 2 2 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 28.00 26.00 8.00 1.07 8.45 Cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 2.39 Distal	end	of	blade	flake.
4 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 34.00 21.00 6.00 1.61 5.23 Notch	centre	LLM.
5 • 2 2 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 39.14 Disc	shape	flint	retouch	around	distal
6 	 Piercer LN/EBA 46.76 Pointed	flint	with	retouch	over	point	and	on	sides.
7 	 Piercer – 73.86 Triangular	flint.
	 1 9.61 	
1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 53.00 33.00 12.00 1.60 36.27 Point	at	proximal/LLM	corner.	Abrupt	retouch	down	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 36.00 29.00 25.00 1.24 21.06 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	distal	&	RLM.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 1.06
4 	 • LN/EBA 112.11 Large	core	7	flake	scars.
5 • 1 3 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 44.00 35.00 12.00 1.25 21.89 Primary	flake,	scraper	RLM.
6 	 • LN/EBA 8.20 Very	small	core	with	7	flake	removal	scars.	
1 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 28.00 52.00 7.00 0.53 12.28 Notch	on	distal	edge,	piercer	distal/RLM	corner.	Retouch	distal.	LLM	and	proximal.
2 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife Neo 64.00 50.00 13.00 1.28 52.24 Heavily	patinated	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 16.59 Good	quality	fine-grained,	dark	flint.	Only	LLM	side	present,	with	retouch.
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 4.92
2 477075 178800 178775 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 13.43 Retouch	on	RLM.
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1 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 70.00 26.00 10.00 2.69 15.34 Oblong	flake,	point	made	at	proximal	end	by	deep	notch	above.
2 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 37.00 40.00 9.00 0.95 15.18 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	distal	&	RLM.
3 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 7.24
4 • 2 1 	 • – 5.79
5 	 Borer – 141.22
477075 178725 178600 	 	 Not	walked,	part	trees	and	grass	area.	No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 38.00 38.00 10.00 1.00 16.92 2	points	on	LLM,	awls	or	damaged	denticulate.
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 55.00 47.00 14.00 1.17 37.29 •
Long	point	on	LLM	–piercer	adjoining	deep	curve	with	retouch	-	hollow	scraper	–	to	
blunt	point	at	distal	end	–	borer
3 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 38.00 41.00 8.00 0.92 16.17 Retouch	on	RLM
4 • 1 3 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 4.07 Retouch	on	RLM
1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 10.95 Proximal	end	with	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Notch LN/EBA 27.00 34.00 9.00 0.79 8.58 Notch	with	retouch	RLM
1 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 30.00 28.00 9.00 1.07 6.77 pointed	flake	with	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 4.71
1 • 3 0 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 40.00 16.00 5.00 2.50 3.56 Cutting	edge	LLM	backed	RLM	possible	shoulder	notch	for	tang	at	proximal
2 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 40.00 25.00 5.00 1.60 9.33 Cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 38.00 27.00 10.00 1.40 7.13 Retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM
4 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 33.00 18.00 6.00 1.83 4.78 Small	point	on	RLM	with	retouch.
5 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 44.00 32.00 16.00 1.37 27.23 Borer	proximal/LLM	corner.	Backed	at	distal	end.
6 • 1 3 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 62.00 51.00 14.00 1.21 56.91 Cutting	edge	LLM.
7 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 8.60 Retouch	at	distal	end.
1 477100 178825 178800 1 • 3 0 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 38.00 36.00 8.00 1.05 12.18 • Cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed	by	semi	abrupt	retouch	along	RLM.
2 477100 178800 178775 1 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 19.00 32.00 4.00 0.59 2.84 Point	proximal/LLM	corner.	Retouch	on	LLM.
1 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 38.00 20.00 4.00 1.90 4.55 • Awl	on	RLM,	possible	notch	at	distal.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.	Patinated
2 • 2 1 • Backed	knife E-Neo 58.00 30.00 15.00 1.93 26.76 • Sharpened	cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed		along	RLM	&	distal.	Patinated
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 60.00 60.00 20.00 1.00 63.51 Scraper	LLM,	part	patinated.
4 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 30.00 22.00 4.00 1.36 4.00 	
5 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife BA 30.00 29.00 8.00 1.03 7.36 Cutting	edge	LLM.
7 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 15.37 Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	and	ventral.
8 	 • 	 215.86 Only	a	few	removals.
1 • 3 0 • Piercer	+	notch LN/EBA 35.00 16.00 8.00 2.18 5.41 • Notch	on	RLM	and	point	at	distal	end.	?serrated	edge.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 7.48 Proximal	and	LLM	corner,	retouch	LLM.
3 	 Scraper 	 104.38 Abrupt	and	semi	abrupt	retouch	on	end.
5–11 477100 178725 178525
1 • 2 1 • Piercer	x2 LN/EBA 44.00 55.00 15.00 0.80 44.09 • Disc	shape	flake,	points	mid	LLM	and	at	distal	edge.
2 	 Undefined – 44.80 Natural	flint	with	flake	scars	on	one	edge	and	semi	abrupt	retouch.
1 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 43.00 30.00 9.00 1.43 18.29 Hollow	scraper	at	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 30.00 25.00 6.00 1.20 5.08 	
3 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 20.00 24.00 8.00 0.83 3.93 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	distal	&	RLM.















































































































































































































5 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 28.00 18.00 3.00 1.55 2.27
6 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 14.37 Lateral	side	of	flake,	retouch	around	distal	and	LLM.	Deep	notch	lower	LLM.
7 • 2 1 • Borer BA 13.28 Points	on	LLM	and	RLM.
8 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 22.66 Damage	to	distal	end.
9 • 2 1 	 • – 2.36
1 • 3 0 • Horseshoe	scraper E-Neo 50.00 41.00 8.00 1.21 23.24 • Abrupt	retouch	all	margins.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 35.81 Points	along	distal	end	break.
3 	 Scraper 	 44.11 Semi	abrupt	retouch	around	edges.
3 477125 178775 178750 – 	 	 No	finds
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 27.00 26.00 5.00 1.03 3.37 Piercer	corner	distal/RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Side	scraper BA 22.13 Scraper	on	RLM.
1 477150 178815 178800 1 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 34.00 38.00 6.00 0.89 11.08 Abrupt	retouch	on	LLM.	Point	on	RLM	made	by	deep	notch.
1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 33.00 21.00 7.00 1.57 6.33 D-shape	flake.	Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	distal	&	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 10.00 Point	distal/LLM	corner.	Retouch	RLM	and	distal.
	 1 15.24 	
1 	 Borer 	 92.85
	 4 62.00 	
1 • 2 2 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 31.00 21.00 5.00 1.47 3.69 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.	Cortex	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 48.00 34.00 5.00 1.41 12.93 • Notch	&	Awl	LLM	Abrupt	retouch	distal	–	possible	scraper.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 31.00 25.00 6.00 1.24 6.17
4 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 5.77 Points	along	LLM	at	distal	end.
5 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 14.00 25.00 1.00 0.56 0.65
6 	 Cutting	edge BA 68.81 Expedient	tool
	 3 53.63 	
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 43.00 34.00 6.00 1.26 14.16 Point	at	distal	end,	retouch	RLM	and	LLM.
2 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 9.79
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 2.80 Retouch	on	LLM.	RLM	missing.
4 • 2 1 	 • – 20.00 29.00 6.00 0.68 3.77
5 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 55.00 42.00 14.00 1.30 39.65 Hollow	scraper	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
	 1 87.69 	 Previously	worked	flint.
1 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 39.00 23.00 6.00 1.69 6.42 • Small	point	at	distal	end,	fine	retouch	on	RLM,	part	retouch	LLM.	?	Cutting	edge.
2 • 2 1 Side	scraper LN/EBA 40.00 29.00 9.00 1.37 13.48 • Heated	flint	prior	to	knapping.	Scraper	on	LLM.
3 • 2 2 • Simple	Knife – 25.00 28.00 7.00 0.89 7.00 Cutting	edge	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 2.41 Gravel	flint,	part	retouch	RLM.
5 	 Piercer BA 31.72 Point	with	retouch	at	one	end.	Backed	opposite	end.
	 3 37.60 	
1 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 35.00 25.00 10.00 1.40 8.74 Small	notch	with	retouch	LLM.
2 • 1 3 	 • – 48.00 32.00 6.00 1.50 11.32
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 48.00 38.00 10.00 1.26 19.72 Crushed	platform.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	point	?scraper.
4 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 49.00 43.00 11.00 1.13 31.86
Hollow	scraper	with	retouch	and	point	(borer)	at	distal	end.	Invasive	retouch	on	
ventral	side.
5 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool
Upper	
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6 • 3 0 Handaxe Neo 55.00 45.00 16.00 1.22 58.28 Small	handaxe,	bi-lateral	flaking	around	75%.	Cherty	flint,	patinated.
7 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 32.00 27.00 4.00 1.18 5.09 Cutting	edge	LLM.
8 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 20.00 13.00 5.00 1.53 1.34
9 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 29.00 18.00 4.00 1.61 2.36
	 5 70.50 	
1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife E-Neo 47.00 28.00 8.00 1.67 11.64 • Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 35.00 40.00 12.00 0.87 19.67 Cutting	edge	RLM,	backed	distal	on	LLM	side.
3 • 2 2 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 30.00 30.00 5.00 1.00 6.75 Fine	abrupt	retouch	all	margins.	Invasive	retouch	distal/ventral.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
4 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 27.00 21.00 4.00 1.28 3.11
5 • 3 0 • Borer BA 20.42 Distal	end	of	flake.	Point	LLM/distal	with	retouch.
	 7 130.10 	
1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 30.00 36.00 10.00 0.83 12.21 Point	LLM.	Backed	distal.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 2.18 Proximal	end.	Retouch	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 36.00 32.00 9.00 1.12 13.60 Retouch	LLM	&	distal.
4 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 26.00 21.00 6.00 1.23 4.29 Small	point	LLM
5 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 3.63
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 26.00 18.00 6.00 1.44 2.75 Long	point	on	small	flint.
2 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 32.00 16.00 8.00 2.00 3.40 Cutting	edge	on	LLM
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.38
4 • 2 1 	 • – 2.00
5 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 22.00 17.00 2.00 1.29 0.88
6 • 3 0 • Blade	tip LN/EBA 0.83 Tip	of	blade.
7 	 Cutting	tool 	 52.39
	 2 50.39 	
1 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 26.00 35.00 5.00 0.74 6.03 Cutting	edge	on	LLM
2 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 33.00 36.00 9.00 0.91 13.32 long	point	distal/RLM	corner.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 9.89 Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	side.
4 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 48.00 60.00 18.00 0.80 60.44 Semi	abrupt	retouch	along	distal	end.
5 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 40.00 42.00 12.00 0.95 30.25 Retouch	LLM	and	RLM.
	 2 64.26 	 Previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Awl	/	Piercer E-Neo 56.00 19.00 8.00 2.94 10.47 •
Blade	flake	with	triangular	X-section	&	central	ridge.	Broken	point	on	LLM	with	
shallow	notch	either	side.	Retouch	down	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 35.00 31.00 8.00 1.12 10.94 • D-shaped	flake.	Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Nose	Scraper LN/EBA 6.43 • Proximal	end	of	flake,	retouch	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 48.00 59.00 9.00 0.81 36.36 Cutting	edge	distal	end.
5 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 9.54 Retouch	LLM
6 • 2 2 	 • BA 7.37
5–8 477200 178700 178600
1 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 44.00 44.00 13.00 1.00 38.17 Hollow	scraper	RLM	and	LLM.
2 • 2 2 • End	Scraper BA 66.00 51.00 16.00 1.29 86.58 Retouch	at	distal	end.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 2.20
4 	 Scraper 	 71.85
	 2 35.53 	
178700
9 477200 178600 178575
178725






1 477200 178800 178775
2 477200 178775 178750




















































































































































































1 • 2 2 • Notch LN/EBA 48.00 19.00 7.00 2.52 6.72 • Well	made	notch	on	LLM,	retouch	LLM	and	RLM	for	handling.
2 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 42.00 24.00 10.00 1.75 8.42 Notch	on	LLM.
3 • 1 3 • Piercer BA 42.00 35.00 9.00 1.20 18.00 Point	proximal/RLM	corner.	Retouch	on	distal.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 42.00 38.00 10.00 1.10 20.05 Retouch	curved	distal	?scraper.	Retouch	straight	LLM	?cutting	edge.
5 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 45.00 23.00 11.00 1.95 13.43 Notched	cutting	edge	on	RLM
6 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 1.97 	
	 2 19.17 	 	
2 477225 178775 178750 – 	 	 No	finds
1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 31.00 22.00 8.00 1.40 5.79 Point	distal/LLM	corner.	Retouch	distal.
2 • 3 0 • Arrowhead LN/EBA 4.17 Distal	end	of	oblique	arrowhead	flake.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined U-Pal 38.64 Old	patinated	flake	with	retouch	on	one	edge.
4 	 Scraper BA 68.04 Abrupt	retouch	one	end.
5 • 2 2 • Borer BA 88.00 44.00 32.00 2.00 83.16 Irregular	flake	with	long	bulbous	end	used	as	borer.
6 	 • • BA 100.15 Small	cube	core	re-used	as	hammerstone
	 2 7.45 	
1 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 48.00 30.00 8.00 1.60 13.81 Awl	on	lower	LLM.	Possible	shoulder	notches	for	tang	at	proximal	end.
2 • 1 3 	 • BA 28.00 32.00 8.00 0.87 9.60
3 • 1 3 	 	 • BA 40.00 46.00 21.00 0.86 34.64
4 	 Fabricator 	 87.76
	 6 217.30 	
1 • 2 1 • Microlith Meso 26.00 16.00 4.00 1.62 1.69 • Small	flake,	proximal	end	modified	to	enable	it	to	be	hafted.	Cutting	tool	LLM.
2 • 1 3 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 51.00 32.00 9.00 1.59 16.19 Denticulate	edge	LLM.	Notch	RLM.	Patinated	flake.
3 • 3 0 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 51.00 45.00 9.00 1.13 17.00 Cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 28.00 25.00 4.00 1.12 3.41 Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
5 • 1 3 	 • – 40.00 28.00 8.00 1.42 10.41
6 • 1 3 • Piercer LN/EBA 34.00 36.00 15.00 0.94 15.14 Point	distal/RLM	corner.
	 2 88.23 	
1 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 29.00 23.00 3.00 1.26 3.03 • Small	point	distal/RLM	corner.	White	patination	on	flake.
2 • 3 0 • Denticulate E-Neo 31.00 18.00 6.00 1.72 5.00 •
Unusual	red	flint.	3	large	points	on	distal/LLM	with	2	broken	points	lower	LLM.	
Backed	distal/RLM
3 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 46.00 30.00 5.00 1.53 8.00 • Long	broken	point	at	distal	end	+	small	notch.	Hollow	scraper	LLM	backed	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 41.00 30.00 9.00 1.36 12.94 • Broad	flat	point	made	at	distal/RLM.	Small	notches	down	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 46.00 24.00 10.00 1.91 8.35 Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
6 	 • E-Neo 37.13 • 8	flake	scars.	Core	tapers	to	point.
7 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 4.43 Proximal	end,	hollow	scraper	LLM.
8 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 5.94 Cutting	edge	RLM,	fine	retouch	+	tiny	notch.	Dorsal	has	invasive	retouch	all	over.
9 	 • BA 136.72 5	flake	removals.
10 • 2 1 • Denticulate LN/EBA 86.00 Heavy	duty	denticulate.	4	large	points	formed	on	edge	by	flake	removals	between.
11 • 2 1 • Borer U-Pal 65.00 43.00 25.00 1.51 88.96 large	Rolled,	patinated	flint.	Borer	at	distal/LLM.	Retouch	distal,	LLM	and	RLM.
12 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 46.00 46.00 30.00 1.00 72.00 Point	distal/RLM	with	retouch.
13 3 0 • Piercer • LN/EBA 28.11 Exhausted	core	used	as	piercer	and/or	hollow	scraper,	long	curving	modified	point.
14 • 2 1 • Notch U-Pal 81.22 Old	yellow	(gravel)	patinated	flake.	Proximal	end,	notch	made	on	break.
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1 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo 62.00 46.00 20.00 1.34 64.47
Thick	white	patination	on	dorsal,	blue/white	on	ventral	which	has	invasive	retouch	
all	over.	Retouch	RLM	and	LLM,	?awls.
2 • 2 1 • BA 44.00 40.00 13.00 1.10 21.57 	
3 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 9.53 LLM	side	of	flake,	retouch	along	LLM.	Large	bulb	and	hinge.
	 3 98.89 	 Previously	worked	flint.
1 • 2 1 • End	Scraper Neo 34.00 36.00 14.00 0.94 23.44 • Disc	shape	flake,	abrupt	retouch	distal	end	&	RLM.	Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal.
2 • 2 1 • Hafted	knife Neo 44.00 26.00 7.00 1.69 7.77 • Cutting	edge	LLM.	Shoulder	notch	lower	LLM	&	RLM	for	25mm	tang	at	proximal.
3 • 2 1 • End	&	side	scraper LN/EBA 38.00 58.00 11.00 0.65 31.22 Abrupt	retouch	all	margins.	Possible	hollow	scraper	lower	LLM.
4 • 1 3 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 54.00 48.00 13.00 1.12 48.19 Primary	flake	with	natural	hole	near	distal.	Retouch	all	margins,	scraper	distal	end.
5 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 45.00 33.00 12.00 1.36 21.50 Points	at	distal,	RLM	and	proximal.	Hollow	scraper	mid	RLM.
6 • 1 3 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 39.00 45.00 11.00 0.86 29.13 Points	either	end	distal.
7 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 13.96 LLM/distal	corner	missing	(plough)	Retouch	along	RLM.
8 • 2 2 • Undefined LN/EBA 10.49 LLM/distal	corner	missing	(plough)	Retouch	around	distal	&	along	part	RLM.
9 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 16.36 Proximal	end	of	large	flake.
10 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 4.88 Small	flake	with	retouch	and	point	at	distal.	LLM	missing.
11 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper E-Neo 35.00 20.00 4.00 1.75 4.27 Patinated	flake.	Hollow	scrapeer	RLM	with	retouch	in	curve.
12 • 2 2 • Awl E-Neo 26.00 22.00 4.00 1.18 2.22 Awl	made	at	distal	end.
13 Borer • LN/EBA 7	flake	scars.	Used	as	borer	invasive	retouch	ove	one	side	opposite	point.
14 	 Borer BA 78.47 Pyramid	shape	flint	with	retouch	at	end	and	edges.
15 • 1 3 • Borer BA 67.23 Primary	flake.	Blunt	point	distal	LLM.
16 	 Scraper BA 161.23 Large	flint	with	retouch	all	sides.
17 	 1 8.61 • Meso Small	burnt	core,	possibly	Mesolithic.
	 13 300.76 	 All	Previously	worked	flint.
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 58.00 53.00 19.00 1.09 38.72 • Disc	shape	flake	with	long	point	at	distal.	Backed	Lower	RLM	and	LLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 30.00 37.00 5.00 0.81 6.31 Irregular	flake	with	Hollow	scraper	RLM,	notch	LLM,	borer	LLM/distal
3 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper U-Pal 38.00 22.00 5.00 1.72 6.87 Old	rolled	flake	cream	patination.	Hollow	scraper	RLM.	Retouch	all	margins.
4 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 29.00 26.00 8.00 1.11 7.91
5 • 1 3 	 • – 25.00 17.00 4.00 1.47 2.67
6 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife BA 30.00 Cuttind	edge	RLM.	Part	patinated.
7 • 2 2 	 • – 43.00 33.00 10.00 1.30 17.88 Cuttind	edge	LLM.	
8 • 2 1 	 • 19.00 19.00 4.00 1.00 1.66
	 3 47.61 	
1 • 1 3 • Hollow	scraper BA 80.00 65.00 15.00 1.23 87.14 Hollow	scraper	lower	RLM,	retouch	and	notch	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 21.87
	 4 69.16 	
1 • 3 0 Blade	blank Meso 43.00 14.00 5.00 3.07 4.19 • Blade	flake	technology.	Unused	blank.	Patinated.
2 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 28.00 33.00 18.00 0.84 11.05 Disc	type	flake	retouch	around	distal.
3 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 32.00 33.00 5.00 0.96 4.20 • Notch	on	distal.	Fine	retouch	along	LLM.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.57 RLM/proximal	corner	missing.	Retouch	near	break.
5 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 4.45 Proximal/LLM	corner	missing.
6 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer BA 46.63 Point	proximal/LLM	corner	with	retouch.	Upper	RLM	missing.
1 • 2 1 • End	&	side	scraper LN/EBA 37.00 42.00 9.00 0.88 21.03 Rounded	flake,	abrupt	retouch	LLM	and	distal.	Possible	awl	also	at	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 41.00 16.00 6.00 2.56 5.07 Pointed	distal	with	retouch,	also	notches	and	retouch	RLM	and	LLM.
3 • 1 3 	 • – 10.63
4 2 1 	 • – 19.00 17.00 2.00 1.11 1.15
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1 • 3 0 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 35.00 24.00 6.00 1.45 5.05 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	distal.
2 • 3 0 • Notch Meso 25.00 25.00 4.00 1.00 2.77 Notch	at	distal	end.	Patinated	white	flake.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 31.00 31.00 11.00 1.00 8.95 Pointed	distal/LLM	corner.	Retouch	down	LLM	?cutting	edge.
4 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 42.00 25.00 6.00 1.68 10.61 Retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM.	Notch	lower	RLM.	?cutting	edge.
5 • 2 2 • Piercer/borer BA 57.00 40.00 14.00 1.42 26.21 Point	made	at	proximal	end.
6 • 2 2 	 • LN/EBA 29.00 24.00 6.00 1.20 5.63
7 • 2 2 • Piercer LN/EBA 4.73 Distal+part	LLM	missing.	Point	with	retouch	RLM	at	break.	Part	retouch	RLM
8 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 38.00 32.00 8.00 1.18 12.65 Flake	from	heated	flint.	Retouch	around	margins,	distal	end	damaged.
9 • 2 1 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 33.00 23.00 6.00 1.43 4.13 Cutting	edge	RLM.
10 	 • LN/EBA 50.28 Exhausted	core	cube.	Reused	as	hammerstone.
11 	 • BA 78.39 Few	flake	scars.	Reused	as	borer.
	 6 190.00 	
1 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 42.00 18.00 8.00 2.33 6.93 Hollow	scraper	LLM.	Fine	retouch	along	RLM	on	ventral.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 51.00 38.00 9.00 1.34 21.79 Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 30.00 36.00 10.00 0.83 15.72 Flake	has	natural	hole	near	RLM.	Point	mid	LLM,	retouch	RLM.
4 	 Scraper – 38.91 Abrupt	retouch	along	one	side.
5 • 1 3 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 44.00 38.00 12.00 1.15 25.42 Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM.
6 • 2 1 	 • – 22.00 26.00 8.00 0.84 4.56 	
7 • 2 2 	 • LN/EBA 22.00 38.00 7.00 0.57 7.24 	
	 3 42.97 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Backed	knife E-Neo 48.00 25.00 5.00 1.92 7.12 • •
Very	fine	grained	dark,	translucent	flint.	Cutting	edge	on	RLM	has	some	plough	
damage.	Backed	distal	and	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 22.00 40.00 7.00 0.55 5.50 Point	distal/LLM	&	RLM	corners.	Retouch	RLM	+	notch	and	distal.
3 • 1 3 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 54.00 63.00 26.00 0.85 63.79 V-shaped	flint	-	broad	hollow	scraper	at	distal	+	points	distal	LLM	&	RLM	corners.
4 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 35.00 26.00 5.00 1.35 4.51 Point	distal/LLM	corner.	Retouch	LLM,	RLM	and	distal.
5 • 1 3 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 20.00 27.00 6.00 0.74 4.31 Retouch	LLM	and	RLM.
6 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 2.49
7 • 1 3 	 • BA 37.00 29.00 12.00 1.27 9.82
8 	 Side	Scraper BA 22.58 Square	flint,	retouch	on	3	sides.
9 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper BA 59.00 35.00 16.00 1.68 29.75 concave	scraper	upper	LLM	retouch	around	distal
10 	 Side	scraper BA 37.48 Retouch	along	two	edges.
11 	 Borer LN/EBA 68.04 broad	point	mid	one	edge,	retouch	around	edges	for	handling.
1 • 3 0 • Arrowhead LN/EBA 36.00 40.00 8.00 0.90 13.56 • •
Arrowhead	with	tang,	no	barbs.	Triangular	point	distal/RLM,	distal	edge	wavy,	RLM	
straight	with	"tranchet"thinning	flake	removed	off	edge.	Tang	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Backed	knife Neo 42.00 31.00 6.00 1.35 13.00 • Invasive	retouch	along	cutting	edge	extending	30%	on	ventral	&	dorsal.	
3 • 3 0 • Arrowhead LN/EBA 30.00 40.00 14.00 0.90 15.44 • Probable	blank	as	little	retouch.	Manufacture	similar	to	1	but	thicker.
4 • 2 1 • Hafted	knife LN/EBA 43.00 20.00 5.00 – 6.96 •
Blade	type	flake	with	shoulder	notches	forming	10mm	tang	at	distal	end.	Sharp	
edge	RLM,	20mm	remain	rest	broken	off.
5 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 33.00 35.00 6.00 0.94 9.07 Rounded	flake	with	scraper	at	distal	end.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
6 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 34.00 31.00 6.00 1.09 7.03 Awl	point	made	distal/RLM.	Retouch	on	distal.	Damage	on	LLM	at	distal.
7 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 34.42 Possible	borer	or	scraper.	Dorsal	side	has	flake	scars	in	all	directions.	
8 • 3 0 • Simple	Knife LN/EBA 31.53 Retouch	on	2	sides,	possible	core	fragment	or	axe	thining	flake.
9 • 3 0 • Piercer/borer E-Neo 49.00 37.00 7.00 1.32 14.17
Cherty	flint	with	patination.	Triangular	shape,	with	blunt	pointed	end,	and	mid	
RLM.	Retouch	LLM.
10 • 2 1 • End	&	side	scraper LN/EBA 50.00 50.00 25.00 1.00 70.91 Scraper	distal	around	RLM.	Retouch	lower	LLM.
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12 • 1 3 • Undefined LN/EBA 43.00 23.00 8.00 1.86 11.75 Oblong	"finger"	of	flint.	Retouch	along	RLM	and	LLM.
13 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.72 LLM/distal	corner	missing	(plough)	Retouch	along	remaining	LLM	&RLM.
14 Chopper	axe Neo 57.19 Small	Handaxe	type	tool	with	sharp	side	and	end.
15 	 Scraper – 63.84 Flat	oblong	flint	with	retouch	on	long	edges.
	 6 87.00 	
477300 178746 178725
1 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 29.00 19.00 9.00 1.52 4.36 Small	notch	with	retouch	RLM.	Retouch	lower	LLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 31.00 31.00 6.00 1.00 9.00 Cuttind	edge	RLM.	Part	patinated.	Backed	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 20.00 30.00 6.00 0.66 4.19 Serrated	distal	edge	around	LLM	&	RLM.
4 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 3.30
	 1 30.26 	
1 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 41.00 30.00 7.00 1.36 10.21 Point	at	distal	end.	Hollow	scraper	RLM.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 45.00 38.00 14.00 1.18 26.62 Cutting	edge	LLM	backed	distal	end.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.	Blue	patination.
3 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 22.00 28.00 4.00 0.78 3.35 Small	point	on	distal	end.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
4 	 Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 7.48 Gravel	flint	with	notched	points	on	one	edge.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 42.00 18.00 9.00 2.33 7.96 Waisted	flake	with	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
6 • 2 1 • Borer BA 62.00 80.00 22.00 0.77 113.39 Borer	mid	LLM.	Retouch	distal.
7 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 6.69 Invasive	retouch	on	one	side	with	retouch	on	all	edges.
8 • 1 3 • Borer BA 55.00 50.00 15.00 1.10 42.63 Borer	at	proximal	end	with	retouch	all	around.
1 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge E-Neo – 30.00 4.00 – 9.55 •
Proximal	end	of	Blade	flake.	Break	has	retouch	suggest	use	post	damage.	LLM	has	
serrated	edge.	Backed	RLM.




3 • 3 0 • End	Scraper E-Neo 48.00 36.00 14.00 1.33 26.34 • Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Heavy	patination.
4 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 60.00 42.00 19.00 1.42 45.94 • Bi-lateral	retouch	to	sharpen	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	at	thick	distal,	could	be	scraper.
5 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 43.00 37.00 13.00 1.16 29.90 •
Curved	cutting	edge	on	LLM	with	sharpening	retouch.	Abrupt	retouch	at	thick	
distal,	could	be	scraper	like	No.	4.
6 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 14.38 Abrupt	retouch	on	1	edge.	
7 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 12.63 Arrowhead	shape,	but	thick	distal.	Point	mid	RLM	
8 • 1 3 	 • – 19.00 20.00 4.00 0.95 1.52
9 • 2 1 	 • – 7.44
10 • 2 2 • Undefined 	 62.90
	 7 300.50 	
1 • 3 0 • Multi	tool E-Neo 60.00 47.00 13.00 1.27 48.52 • •
Broad	blade	type	flake	scar	on	dorsal	with	parallel	ridges	either	side.	Semi	abrupt	
retouch	along	RLM	and	distal	end	=	scraper.	Small	point	on	RLM	=	awl
2 • 3 0 • Denticulate U-Pal 65.00 42.00 12.00 1.54 45.12 • Old	rolled	flake		brown	patination.	Denticulate	edge	on	LLM.	Retouch	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 37.00 40.00 8.00 0.92 17.88
Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	=	scraper.	Point	distal/RLM	with	retouch	=	awl.	
Retouch	LLM.
4 • 3 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 75.00 55.00 16.00 1.36 82.47
Flat	straight	distal	end	with	sharpening	retouch	along	edge.	Retouch	along	RLM	&	
LLM	on	ventral	&	invasive	retouch	at	proximal	for	handling.	Dorsal	side	all	cortex.
5 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 4.28 Distal	end	broken.	Small	point	mid	LLM	with	retouch.
6 • 1 3 • Hollow	scraper BA 69.00 48.00 16.00 1.43 62.04 Hollow	scraper	LLM.	Backed	RLM	and	distal	end.
































































































































































































5 • 3 0 • Backed	knife Palaeo 87.00 60.00 13.00 1.45 102.83 Large	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM,	large	notch	on	RLM	to	assist	holding.
6 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 34.00 22.00 5.00 1.54 4.17 Hollow	scraper	on	LLM
7 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 4.75 Proximal	end,	retouch	on	LLM	&	RLM.
8 • 2 2 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 55.00 50.00 17.00 1.10 69.44 Left	handed	cutting	tool,	bi-lateral	retouch	along	RLM.
5 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 17.61 Pointed	flake	with	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 55.00 51.00 10.00 1.07 37.21 Hollow	scraper	LLM,	possible	cutting	edge	RLM.
7 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 58.06 Retouch	along	RLM.
8 • LN/EBA 101.38
9 • 153.68
2 • 2 2 • Awl LN/EBA 57.00 51.00 11.00 1.11 35.61
3 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 34.00 41.00 14.00 0.82 22.00 Hollow	scraper	RLM	invasive	retouch	on	ventral	side.
4 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 6.36 Point	at	distal/LLR.
	 2 21.41 	
1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 28.50
2 	 Scraper LN/EBA 54.31
3 • 3 0 • Borer BA 68.00 53.00 12.00 1.28 47.46
2 • 2 1 • Horseshoe	scraper LN/EBA 62.00 42.00 8.00 1.47 31.62 • Textbook	example	of	diagnostic	tool.
3 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 42.00 32.00 9.00 1.31 14.66 Cutting	edge	LLM,	awl	RLM.
	 2 17.00 	
2 	 • LN/EBA 63.41 8	flake	scars.
3 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 39.00 48.00 10.00 0.81 19.25
4 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 40.00 30.00 12.00 1.33 19.47
5 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 41.00 40.00 14.00 1.00 25.15
K 1 477300 178790 178746 12 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 32.00 31.00 7.00 1.03 9.00 Point	distal/RLM	corner,	holllow	scraper	RLM.	Retouch	LLM	&	distal.










































1 477050 178836 178800




























































































































































A N>S 1–2 476425 178241 178216 – No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • End	scraper LN/EBA 39.00 49.00 17.00 0.79 40.05 • Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	of	disc-type	flake.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 34.53 Small	point	at	distal	end.
2 476450 178250 178225 1 • 3 0 	 • 4.13
3 476450 178225 178200 2 71.2 	
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 38.00 29.00 9.00 1.31 15.07 • 4	points	around	distal	end	
2 • 2 1 • Denticulate LN/EBA 32.00 37.00 8.00 0.86 11.15 Points	along	distal	end
3 • 3 0 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 33.00 21.00 3.00 1.57 3.10 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	backed	upper	LLM.	Blade	type	flake.
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 19.87 	
1 476475 178308 178275 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 50.00 38.00 16.00 1.31 25.96 Long	point	made	at	proximal	end.	Backed	by	abrupt	retouch	at	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Awl Neo 54.00 30.00 8.00 1.80 16.22 Awl	LLM	at	distal	corner,	retouch	below	on	LLM.
	 1 37.1 	
3 • 1 3 • Awl LN/EBA 23.00 20.00 5.00 1.15 2.65 Awl	at	distal	end,	semi	abrupt	retouch	RLM
4 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 23.00 20.00 7.00 1.15 3.51 Broad	damaged	point	at	distal	end.	Abrupt	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
5 	 Undefined 	 33.39 Possible	core	fragment.
3 476475 178250 178225 1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 79.00 28.00 18.00 2.82 33.61
Pronounced	dorsal	ridge	making	triangular	cross	seciton.	Retouch	along	LLM,	RLM	
and	dorsal	ridge.	Possible	hollow	scraper,	cutting	tool	or	end	scraper.
4–5 476475 178225 178175 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 	 Scraper LN/EBA 50.77 Natural	disc	shaped	flake,	Semi	abrupt	retouch	along	one	edge	forming	scraper.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 10.22 retouch	along	distal	end,	awl	distal/LLM.
3 	 Undefined LN/EBA 118.23 Pounder?
4 • 3 0 • Simple	knife BA 38.00 21.00 6.00 1.80 6.29 Cutting	edge	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 6.77 Proximal	end,	retouch	LLM,	might	be	cutting	edge.
1 • 3 0 • Backed	knife E-Neo 64.00 32.00 15.00 2.00 30.08 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM	has	2	finger	indents.	Heavy	patination.
2 • 1 3 • Awl E-Neo 38.00 38.00 12.00 1.00 21.36 Small	point	made	on	distal,	abrupt	retouch	along	distal	edge.
3 	 Borer 	 58.78 retouch	at	pointed	end,	backed	on	opposite	side	by	abrupt	retouch	along	edge.
4 	 Borer 	 108.12 Heavy	duty	borer.
1 138.25
1 476500 178340 178300 1 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 66.00 74.00 13.00 0.89 108.09 Bilateral	retouch	along	LLM	cutting	edge.
2 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 53.00 23.00 15.00 2.30 21.76 Retouch	all	margins.
1 20.9
2 476500 178300 178275 1 Scraper 100.73 Natural	flake	with	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 11.41 Broken	patinated	flake	with	secondary	retouch	through	patination.	Point	on	RLM	and	distal	break.
2 27
1 • 3 0 • Backed	Blade LN/EBA 68.00 26.00 12.00 2.61 22.28 • Blade	flake	with	triangular	X-section.	Retouch	on	LLM	&	RLM,	cutting	edge	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 23.00 29.00 7.00 0.79 4.31 Piercer	on	distal	/RLM	&	LLM	corners.	
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 41.00 40.00 28.00 1.02 54.79 Thick	flake	with	retouch	on	all	edges.
4 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 3.34 Point	at	distal	end.
5 	 Cutting	tool BA 112.66 Expedient	tool
6 • Side	scraper BA 87.79 Expedient	tool
2 145.15 	
4 476500 178250 178225 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 59.00 59.00 12.00 1.00 49.59 Retouch	around	LLM.	RLM	has	plough	damage.
2 • 3 0 • Side	scraper BA 44.00 57.00 12.00 0.77 40.00 Scraper	RLM.
5–6 476500 178225 178175 – No	Finds
178125
3 476500 178275 178250
178250
































































































































































































1 • 2 2 • Piercer LN/EBA 40.34 Lots	of	retouch	around	Point	mid	LLM
1 19.78 	
1 • 2 2 • Multi	tool BA 68.00 46.00 11.00 1.47 48.81 Retouch	all	margins,	scraper	distal,	hollow	scraper	RLM,	notch	LLM.	Point	distal/LLM.
2 • 1 3 • Denticulate BA 36.00 25.00 8.00 1.44 10.67 Retouch	at	distal	and	RLM.	Small	points	LLM.
3 	 Scraper BA 25.24 Potlid	with	retouch	around	edge.
3 59
1 • 3 0 	 • – 2.84
1 9.15
476525 178338 178325 1 	 Piercer BA 67.90 Pointed	flint	with	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 41.00 41.00 7.00 1.00 11.94 Hollow	scraper,	notch	and	borer.
2 476525 178325 178300 1 6.25 	 No	Finds
476525 178300 178275 1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 30.00 31.00 11.00 0.96 10.06 Point	LLM/distal	corner.
4 74.62
476525 178275 178250 1 • 1 2 • Denticulate	Edge LN/EBA 52.00 32.00 15.00 1.62 34.55 Denticulate	edge	on	LLM,	backed	on	RLM.
2 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 9.27 Cutting	edge	around	distal	and	RLM,	backed	LLM.
476525 178250 178225 1 Piercer 38.70 Triangular	pointed	flint	with	retouch	around	point.
2 	 Scraper 140.34 Expedient	tool
1 8.36
6 476525 178225 178200 1 • 1 3 • End	scraper BA 83.00 62.00 22.00 1.33 174.28
476525 178200 178175 1 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 42.00 31.00 7.00 1.35 10.18
2 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 50.00 53.00 20.00 0.94 57.81 • Hollow	scraper	made	on	distal	end.	Good	quality	example.
	 1 27.88 	
476525 178175 178150 1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 50.00 36.00 10.00 1.38 14.76 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	distal.	Heavy	patination	on	dorsal.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 38.00 18.00 7.00 2.11 3.75 Point	at	distal	end.
3 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 51.00 35.00 13.00 1.45 35.84
2 39.13 	
9 476525 178150 178125 1 • 1 3 • Awl LN/EBA 23.90 Awl	made	on	RLM.
476525 1778125 178100 1 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 54.00 45.00 15.00 1.20 36.44 Point	distal/RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 32.00 42.00 9.00 0.76 14.57 Abrupt	retouch	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 38.00 21.00 6.00 1.80 6.69 Nose	scraper	at	distal,	notch	at	distal,	hollow	scraper	LLM.
4 • 2 2 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 37.00 20.00 4.00 1.85 5.20 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.
5 • 1 3 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 49.00 25.00 8.00 1.96 12.73 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.
6 • 1 3 • – 85.00 36.00 17.00 2.36 39.15
3 79
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	Tool LN/EBA 56.00 23.00 7.00 2.43 9.71 Cutting	edges	on	LLM	&	RLM,	backed	upper	LLM.
8 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 36.00 43.00 10.00 0.83 16.36 All	margins	have	retouch.	Possible	thinning	flake.
9 • 2 1 • Cutting	Tool LN/EBA 31.00 30.00 8.00 1.03 6.91 Cutting	edge	along	LLM.
11 476525 178100 178075 1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 7.40 Point	made	at	proximal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 2.11
3 • 1 3 • Denticulate LN/EBA 40.00 34.00 4.00 1.17 9.04 RLM	denticulate	edge,	points	distal	and	LLM.


























7 476500 178175 178150







































































































































































1–4 476550 178317 178225 – 	 	 No	Finds
5 476550 178225 178200 	 1 27.82 	
476550 178200 178175 1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 32.00 32.00 10.00 1.00 14.75 Piercer	with	retouch	at	distal	end.
2 • 3 0 • Simple	knife BA 20.58
3 • 3 0 	 • – 21.57
4 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 12.54




7 476550 178175 178150 1 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 33.00 28.00 9.00 1.17 8.95 Point	mid	RLM.	Retouch	LLM.
476550 178150 178125 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	Tool LN/EBA 51.00 35.00 7.00 1.45 16.86 Cutting	edge	along	curved	distal.	Retouch	LLM	+	invasive	retouch	on	Dorsal
2 • 3 0 • Blade	tip LN/EBA 2.85
	 3 40.3 	
9 476550 178125 178100 1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 40.00 49.00 10.00 0.81 23.67
476550 178100 178075 1 • 3 0 • Denticulate LN/EBA 9.94 Straight	edge	has	regular	points	along	it
	 2 88.00 	
476550 178075 178045 1 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 55.00 34.00 10.00 1.16 19.78 Notch	mid	LLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 44.00 44.00 14.00 1.00 33.70 Scraper	RLM.
1 476575 178300 178275 – 	 	 No	Finds
2 476575 178275 178250 1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 28.00 23.00 6.00 1.21 4.61 Retouch	at	distal
2 	 Multi	tool LN/EBA 37.07 large	notch.	Possible	borer.	Possible	core.
3 476757 178250 178225 1 • 3 0 	 • Meso 3.09 Medial	portion	of	blade	type	flake	indicating	early	manufacture.
2 	 • Meso 82.53 Blade	core
4 476757 178225 178200 1 • 3 0 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 44.00 38.00 10.00 1.15 23.72 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.	
2 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 46.00 24.00 12.00 1.91 15.30 Notch	on	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 30.00 22.00 8.00 1.36 5.59 Awl	LLM	at	distal	end.
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 39.00 39.00 11.00 1.00 21.93
5 476575 178200 178175 1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 37.00 37.00 6.00 1.00 12.51 Pointed	flake	with	retouch	LLM	and	RLM.	Central	ridge	on	dorsal	side.
2 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 31.00 27.00 8.00 1.14 10.58 Concave	scraper	on	RLM	with	semi	abrupt	retouch.	Retouch	along	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 6.21 	
4 Scraper 	 38.97 Natural	"Potlid"	made	into	scraper.
6 476575 178175 178150 1 • BA 91.48
2 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 32.00 30.00 8.00 1.06 10.71 Deep	notch	RLM.
2 150.92 	
7 476575 178150 178125 1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 32.00 23.00 13.00 1.39 9.68 Awl	mid	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 36.00 31.00 13.00 1.16 17.33
8 476575 178125 178100 – 	 No	Finds
9 476575 178100 178075 1 • 1 3 • End	scraper LN/EBA 43.00 31.00 13.00 1.38 20.62 Retouch	at	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 43.00 38.00 17.00 1.13 25.07 Abrupt	retouch	lower	RLM.	Retoucoh	LLM,	possible	point.




























































































































































































9 476575 178100 178075 4 	 • BA 69.74 12	flake	scars	at	different	angles	all	sides.
5 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 28.00 21.00 4.00 1.33 4.41 • Small	point	made	upper	LLM.	Patinated	flake,
6 • 2 2 	 • LN/EBA 33.00 33.00 9.00 1.00 12.05 Patinated
10 476575 178075 178055 – No	Finds
1–2 476600 178267 178225 – No	Finds
3 476600 178225 178200 1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 12.19
4 476600 178200 178175 1 33.61
5 476600 178175 178150 1 105.12
6 476600 178150 178125 – No	Finds
7 476600 178125 178100 – No	Finds
8 476600 178100 178075 2 102.53
1 • 1 2 • Piercer BA 38.00 47.00 8.00 0.80 18.83 Thick	distal	end,	abrupt	retouch	to	point	at	RLM	corner.	Retouch	along	RLM.
1 23.77
I N>S 1–3 476625 178237 178175 – No	Finds
4 476625 178175 178150 1 • 3 0 Piercer LN/EBA 30.00 20.00 6.00 1.50 3.25 Point	at	distal.	Patinated	flake,	could	be	broken	arrowhead.
2 • 13.60 small	worked	out	core.
5–8 476625 178150 178065 – No	Finds
J N>S 1–2 476650 178196 178150 – No	Finds
3 178150 178125 1 • 2 1 • End	scraper Palaeo 34.00 36.00 7.00 0.94 16.05 Scraper	along	curved	distal	end.
4 178125 178100 1 • 2 1 • Simple	knife BA 41.00 31.00 7.00 1.32 11.05 Cutting	edge	RLM.
2 • 2 2 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 42.00 40.00 13.00 1.05 28.19 Awl	at	distal,	hollow	scraper	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 36.00 34.00 6.00 1.05 9.32 Piercer	and	hollow	scraper	LLM.
5–6 178100 178069 – No	Finds











































































































A 1 475925 177908 177883 3 86.70
• 1 Side	scraper 36.00 32.00 6.00 1.12 8.60
• 3 Edge	wear 56.00 41.00 11.00 1.36 44.40 1 0 Also	slight	burning	evident
A 2 475925 177883 177861 2 41.40
B 1 475950 177920 177895 • 3 Knife 27.00 25.00 4.00 1.08 5.10 0 0 Invaisive	retouch	on	knife	edge •
• 3 Borer 27.00 26.00 6.00 1.03 5.10
3 58.00
B 2 475950 177985 177870 • 3 Notch 33.00 20.00 5.00 1.65 4.50
• 1 Cutting	edge 1 8.20 40.00 35.00 6.00 1.14 12.30 0 3
B 3 475950 177870 177845 • 3 Piercer 36.00 34.00 8.00 1.05 11.50 1 0
• Notch 57.00 38.00 11.00 – 37.20 1 1
B 4 475950 177845 177820 • 3 Awl 32.00 30.00 4.00 1.06 6.40 0 0
• 2 Borer/Hollow	scraper 56.00 40.00 18.00 – 42.00 0 1
• 1 • 34.00 25.00 6.00 1.36 6.70
B 5 475950 177820 177807 Cutting	tool 18.80 0 –
C 1 475975 177938 177913 • 2 Serrated	edge 47.00 47.00 14.00 1.00 35.20 0 1
C 2 475975 177913 177888 • 65.20 0 Cube	shape	core
• 3 End	scraper 47.00 32.00 8.00 1.46 15.40 2 0 End	scraper,	broken	in	antiquity.	LN/EBA
• 3 End	scraper 59.00 41.00 10.00 1.43 43.30 0 0
• 96.70 0 Possible	core	turned	into	hammerstone,	lots	of	strikes	
• 3 Piercer 18.00 26.00 5.00 0.69 2.50 0 0
Scraper 27.90 1 –
2 41.70
C 3 475975 177888 177863 • 126.30 1
• 2 Serrated	edge 43.00 48.00 6.00 0.89 26.70 1 2 •
Piercer 45.90 0 –
C 4 475975 177863 177838 • 2 Piercer 20.00 0 1
3 32.70
C 5 475975 177838 177813 • 1 Backed	knife 52.00 44.00 10.00 1.18 27.70 1 3 Large	thick	flake	with	large	natural	hole	centre	top.
• 117.50 Core	with	broad	blade	flake	scars •
• 90.00 0 –
• 3 Hollow	Scraper 33.00 18.00 6.00 1.83 6.80 0 1
• 1 • 33.00 12.00 6.00 2.75 3.40 0 2
1 59.70
C 6 475975 177813 177785 •
3












D 1 476000 177950 177925 Scraper 55.90 1
1 5.40


























































































D 3 476000 177900 177875 Bipolar 187.10 Bipolar	core	Neolithic •
• 1 Scraper	/	core	tool 52.00 59.00 27.00 0.88 111.70 0 1 •
Borer 88.30
D 4 476000 177875 177850 • 3 ?Piercer	or	scraper 47.00 27.00 4.00 1.74 7.10 0 0 LN/EBA	tool •
• 2 Scraper 28.00 25.00 6.00 7.00 0 1
• • 4 104.70 4.30





D 6 476000 177825 177800 • 3 Piercer 24.00 20.00 7.00 – 4.70 0 0
• 3 Undefined 5.00 0 1
1 11.80
D 7 476000 177800 177775 • 2 Backed	Cutting	tool 59.00 43.00 7.00 1.37 28.40 1 1
• 2 Cutting	edge	wear 62.00 46.00 18.00 1.34 70.30 0 1
• 2 Retouched	edges 46.00 47.00 9.00 0.97 25.60 0 1
4 79.00
E 1 476025 177970 177945 • 3 Piercer 41.00 20.00 6.00 2.05 4.90 0 0 Very	pointed	piercer	made	on	flake.	LN/EBA •
• 2 Cutting	edge 36.00 36.00 8.00 1.00 13.60 0 1
• 2 Side	scraper 29.00 34.00 7.00 0.85
• 1 Borer 40.00 31.00 8.00 1.29 18.20 0 3
• 2 • 32.00 23.00 7.00 1.39 9.40 0 1
2 108.90
E 2 476025 177945 177920
E 3 476025 177920 177895 • 2 Notch 35.00 37.00 6.00 0.94 11.30 0 1
5 84.70
E 4 476025 177895 177870 •
2
Piercer 26.00 28.00 5.00 0.92 4.50 – 1
Patination	process	may	have	started,	flint	has	no	colour	
but	is	translucent.	Invasive	retouch	around	point.	?LN/EBA	




• 1 • 26.00 23.00 4.00 1.13 4.00 0 2
• • 1.20 0 0
1 27.00




• 2 Borer 9.20 0 2
1 40.50
E 6 476025 177845 177820 • 2 Cutting	edge 40.00 34.00 6.00 1.17 12.40 0 1
• 2 Borer	x	2 57.00 46.00 22.00 1.23 63.20 0 1
•
3




• 3 Piercer 40.00 21.00 3.00 1.90 4.40 0 0 LN/EBA •
1 36.70
E 7 476025 177820 177795 • 3 Retouched	edges 28.00 27.00 5.00 1.03 7.40 0 0
























































































E 8 476025 177795 177770 • 0 – •
• 2 Worked	edge 3 1 Re-use	of	Palaeolithic	flake •
• Borer 0 2
E 9 476025 177770 177745 • 3 Hollow	scraper 47.00 32.00 12.00 1.46 36.10 1 0
• 3 Invasive	retouch 4.70 0 0 LN/EBA	flake
• 2 Piercer 9.30 0 1
Retouched 39.30 0 –
?	Scraper 21.30 0 –
4 130.40
E 10 476025 177745 177725 Borer 63.20 0 2
3 167.80
F 1 476050 177935 177910 • 3 Piercer 32.00 27.00 6.00 1.37 6.20 0 0
2 35.40
F 2 476050 177910 177885 • 2 Notch 35.00 18.00 4.00 1.94 3.60 0 1
F 2 476050 177910 177885 Scraper 51.20 0
4 179.10
F 3 476050 177885 177860 • 1 Retouched	edge 48.00 26.00 4.00 1.84 7.40 0 3
• 3 Nose	scraper 40.00 29.00 6.00 1.37 9.90 0 0
4 103.50
F 4 476050 177860 177835 • 3 Cutting	edge 33.00 44.00 4.00 0.75 11.80 0 0 Leaf-shaped	flake
• 2 Retouched	edges 46.00 49.00 6.00 0.93 23.30 0 1
5 77.00
F 5 476050 177835 177810 • 2 Simple	knife 38.00 24.00 7.00 1.58 7.40 0 2
•
3





F 6 476050 177810 177785 2 51.50
F 7 476050 177785 177760 • 2 Scraper 43.00 24.00 8.00 1.79 14.90 0 1 Bronze	Age	scraper
• 1 Hollow	scraper 46.00 38.00 5.00 1.21 10.50 0 3
• 2 Awl	+	Hollow	scraper 23.00 33.00 5.00 0.69 5.40 0 1
• 2 Backed	knife 65.00 57.00 18.00 1.14 83.90 0 –
• 2 Side	scraper 50.00 50.00 18.00 1.00 53.00 2
• 3 Simple	knife 43.00 36.00 17.00 1.19 29.33 0
38 1064.90
F 8 476050 177760 177735 • 3 Backed	serrated	tool 35.00 27.00 5.00 1.29 8.50 0 0 LN/EBA	 •
• 2 Piercer 34.00 30.00 8.00 1.13 8.90 0 0
• 2 Undefined 38.00 29.00 9.00 1.31 11.20 0 0
7 253.40
F 9 476050 177735 177710 • 3 • 34.00 26.00 7.00 1.30 7.29 1 0
6 127.70
F 10 476050 177710 177693 4 55.90
Warren	Hill						
SD6-1






















































































G 1 476075 177900 177875 • 2 Cutting	edge	wear 46.00 21.00 6.00 2.19 10.80 0 1
Borer 60.15
• 2 Hollow	scraper 51.00 34.00 17.00 1.50 29.94
• • 57.00 45.00 15.00 1.26 44.70 0 2
• 3 Notch	+	piercer 50.00 34.00 12.00 1.47 20.80 0 0
• Undefined 6.80 0 1
6 32.80
G 2 476075 177875 177950 • 2 End	scraper 58.00 28.00 4.00 2.07 12.30 0 1
• 3 Piercer 39.00 39.00 7.00 1.00 18.40 0 0
• Scraper 39.00 33.00 5.00 1.18 12.40 1 0
• Notch 30.00 30.00 4.00 1.00 6.60 0 0 LN/EBA
• 3 Edge	retouch 36.00 21.00 6.00 – 6.80 3 0 Patinated	all	over		Neolithic •
• 3 Edge	retouch 5.20 3 0 Patinated	all	over		Neolithic •
• 2 Hollow	scraper 51.00 39.00 14.00 1.30 35.24
• 2 Undefined 37.00 35.00 11.00 1.05 14.00 0 1
Borer 95.50 0 –
Borer 235.70 0 –
8 271.80
G 3 476075 177950 177825 • 3 Cutting	edge 50.00 30.00 5.00 1.66 13.70 2 0 Thin	flake,	earlier	Bronze	Age	possibly	LN/EBA •
• 3 Piercer 33.00 21.00 6.00 1.57 5.50 0 0 Well	made	piercer,	LN/EBA •
• 2 Piercer	/	Notch 6.20 0 1 •
5 107.10
G 4 476075 177825 177800 • 3 Cutting	edge	wear 53.00 24.00 7.00 2.20 13.70 3 0 ?	Early	Neolithic •
• 3 ?	Hollow	scraper 46.00 25.00 6.00 1.84 10.00 2 0 ?	Early	Neolithic •
• 2 Awl	/	Piercer 30.00 22.00 5.00 1.36 3.90 0 1
• 3 Blade	tip 3.00 0 0
G 4 476075 177825 177800 17 535.60
G 5 476075 177800 177775 • 3 Retouch	/	edge	wear 44.00 22.00 11.00 2.00 10.80 0 0
• 2 Backed	Cutting	tool 48.00 22.00 6.00 2.18 8.60 0 1
• 3 Simple	knife 25.00 17.00 7.00 1.47 3.30 0 0
• 2 • 31.00 21.00 8.00 1.47 6.40 0 1
• 3 Piercer 22.00 39.00 12.00 0.56 9.50 0 0
Piercer 53.20 0 –
74 1975.00
G 6 476075 177775 177750 • 2 Hollow	scraper 48.00 50.00 5.00 0.96 20.32 1 1
• 3 Notch 38.00 27.00 7.00 1.40 11.58 0 0 LN/EBA
• 3 Retouched	edge 2.50 0 0 LN/EBA
• 3 Cutting	edge 62.00 31.00 19.00 2.00 37.81 1 0 LN/EBA


























































































G 7 476075 177750 177725 • 114.50 0 – •
• 77.30 0 – •
• 1 Piercer 52.00 44.00 8.00 1.18 23.00 0 3 Middle	Bronze	Age
• 2 Retouched	edge 26.00 35.00 8.00 0.74 9.40 0 1 Middle	Bronze	Age
• 2 Cutting	edge	wear 38.00 47.00 11.00 0.80 25.40 0 1 Middle	Bronze	Age
• 2 Serrated	edge 28.00 16.00 6.00 1.75 3.60 0 1 LN/EBA	blade	flake,	snapped	distal	end
• 3 Serrated	edge 24.00 18.00 4.00 1.33 1.20 0 0 LN/EBA	blade	flake,	snapped	side,	possible	piercer
• • 40.00 29.00 8.00 1.37 7.73 2 0 Distinctive	orange	"skin" •
• • 29.00 22.00 3.00 1.31 2.90 0 0
32 725.90
G 8 476075 177725 177700 • 2 Cutting	edge	wear 40.00 30.00 10.00 1.33 14.60 0 1
• 2 Cutting	edge 44.00 20.00 10.00 2.20 7.90 0 2
• Piercer 25.30 0 1
• • 28.00 35.00 10.00 0.80 9.30 0 0
• • 24.00 28.00 6.00 0.85 5.00 0 0
Cutting	tool 55.90 1 –
13 285.10
G 9 476075 177700 177675 • 3 Notch 43.00 31.00 6.00 1.38 10.60 0 0 LN/EBA	flake •
3 100.70
G 10 476075 177675 177658 Scraper
H 1 476100 177860 177835 • 49.30 0 – Bashed	lump,	naural	hole	through	centre
• 90.50 0 – Bashed	lump,	later	core
• 2 Cutting	edge 56.00 45.00 8.00 1.24 34.90 0 1 Well	knapped	broad	flake.	BA •
• 2 Piercer 38.00 32.00 6.00 1.18 10.30 0 1
• 2 Piercer 38.00 18.00 8.00 2.11 5.90 0 1
• 2 Piercer 26.00 30.00 8.00 0.86 6.50 0 1
• 2 Undefined 51.00 34.00 15.00 1.50 28.50 0 1
11 204.60
H 2 476100 177835 177810 • 3 Cutting	edge 65.00 27.00 9.00 2.40 18.10 3 0 ?Early	Neolithic	flake.	Some	plough	damage	to	one	side •
• 2 Piercer 32.00 24.00 4.00 1.33 6.70 0 1 LN/EBA •
Borer 36.00 1 0 Small	fossil	on	one	side
38 1085.00
H 3 476100 177810 177785 ?• 140.90 Bashed	lump
1 400.50 Large	hammerstone •
• 3 Combination	tool 43.00 56.00 10.00 0.76 34.10 0 0 Broad	thick	flake,	piercer,	notch	and	possible	scraper •
• 2 Scraper 47.00 26.00 10.00 1.80 18.40 0 1
• 2 Piercer 42.00 45.00 8.00 0.93 16.30 0 1
• 3 Notch 38.00 23.00 8.00 1.65 8.60 0 0
• 2 Piercer	/	Borer 24.00 46.00 9.00 0.50 13.10 0 1
• 3 Cutting	edge	wear 30.00 21.00 5.00 1.42 3.60 0 0
•
2





























































































H 3 476100 177810 177785 • Awl 3.60 0 0
59 1556.00
H 4 476100 177785 177760 • 3 Piercer	and/or	Notch 32.00 22.00 7.00 1.59 6.30 3 0 Piercer	and	/	or	notch	made	on	side	of	flake.	?	LN/EBA •
• 3 Piercer	/	borer 33.00 28.00 9.00 1.17 9.90 2 0 Piercer/borer	made	on	distal	end	of	flake	?LN/EBA
• 3 Piercer	/	borer 26.00 30.00 8.00 0.86 9.00 0 0 Piercer/borer	made	on	side	of	flake
















• 2 Cutting	edge	 27.00 38.00 9.00 0.71 12.50 0 2 Source	material	pebble	flint,	has	orangy/brown	colour
• • 31.00 29.00 7.00 1.06 9.50 0 1
• ?• 63.00 38.00 7.00 1.65 31.30 0 2 Flake	looks	fresh	–	suspect	plough	struck	but	has	2	"flake	
scars"	on	dorsal	and	strike	mark	on	ventral/proximal
60 1622.00
H 5 476100 177760 177735 • 2 Piercer 5.40 0 2 BA
• 2 Cutting	edge	 39.00 39.00 13.00 1.00 20.20 0 2 BA
• 1 Piercer 44.00 44.00 9.00 1.00 21.40 0 3
• Scraper 45.00 42.00 8.00 1.07 29.10 1 1
• • 48.00 42.00 11.00 1.14 26.90 0 1
25 595.00












• Backed/cutting	edge 38.00 27.00 6.00 1.40 7.90 0 0
• Old	flake	–	scraper 19.60 1 1 Old	flake	(?Palaeolithic)	well	rolled	slight	gravel	staining.	
Retouching	suggests	scraper.
13 274.40
H 8 476100 177685 177673 • 1 Piercer	x	2 40.00 52.00 8.00 0.76 21.30 0 1 Double	piercer,	one	made	on	either	side.	Mid	BA
• 2 Piercer 32.00 28.00 6.00 1.14 6.00 1 0
5 86.90
I 1 476125 177825 177800 • 3 Edge	wear	/	retouch 22.00 10.00 2.00 2.20 0.80 0 0 Very	small	flake	with	evidence	of	use	and	/or	retouch.	
Possible	Mesolithic	date.
•
• 2 Backed	/	cutting	edge 38.00 22.00 10.00 1.72 10.70 0 1
• 3 Piercer	or	L/H	knife 43.00 23.00 7.00 1.86 10.40 0 0
• 2 Serrated	edge 47.00 43.00 12.00 1.09 34.20 0 1 Thick	flake	with	3	large	serrated	"teeth"	carefully	made	on	
distal	end.	LN/EBA	or	BA
•
• 3 Blade	fragment 1.60 0 0
• 2 Distal	end	scraper 6.60 0 1 Broken	distal	end	of	flake	with	retouch	to	form	scraper	
• 3 Backed	/	cutting	edge 41.00 28.00 8.00 1.46 11.78
• • 30.00 41.00 13.00 0.73 20.90 0 2
36 672.97
I 2 476125 177800 177775 • 1 Heavy	duty	scraper 66.00 78.00 30.00 0.84 172.30 0 3
Fragment 50.00 0 2 Hammerstone	-	spit	in	half •
I 2 476125 177800 177775 18 432.50
I 3 476125 177775 177750 10 192.10
I 4 476125 177750 177725 No	finds
Warren	Hill						
SD6-1






















































































I 5 476125 177725 177700 • 3 Piercer 35.00 2 0
J 1 476150 177790 177765 • 3 Piercer 33.00 33.00 8.00 1.00 9.10 0 0 Invasive	retouching	around	small	point.	LN?EBA	or	BA •
3 92.20
J 2 476150 177765 177740 • 3 Horseshoe	scraper 52.00 46.00 14.00 1.13 42.70 1 0 Horseshoe	scraper.	Early	Neolithic •
• 1 Notch 44.00 22.00 6.00 2.00 12.80 0 3
7 198.80
J 3 476150 177740 177721 • 2 Piercer 26.00 61.00 8.00 0.42 0 1 Short	flake	piercer
1 30.90
























































































1 A 475950 177797 177754 • 2 • 26 28 6 0.92 5.1 1 1
Scraper 45.8 0 2 Nice	retouching	 •
2 A 475925 177851 177826 • 2 • 22.8 1 1
• 2 Notch 34 34 8 1.00 9.7 0 1 Notch
• 2 Scraper	+	piercer 32 39 9 0.82 12.7 0 1
• 3 End	Scraper 22 16 4 1.37 2.6 0 0
B 177826 177801 Borer 48.9 2 2
• 3 • 29 27 4 1.07 6.5 0 0
C 177801 177776 Scraper 48.0 0
• 1 Scraper 61 48 18 1.27 57.6 0 3 Primary	flake
D 177776 177751 • 3 Fine	retouch 43 36 10 1.19 19.0 0 0 Good	example	of	knapping	
E 177751 177742
3 A 475900 177905 177880
B 177880 177855 • 3 Scraper 46 43 7 1.06 18.3 0 0
• 3 Borer 43 28 6 1.53 12.8 0 1
C 177855 177830 • 93.7 0 1 Might	also	be	a	tool	?borer	?retouch
• 3 Denticulate	edge 48 65 16 0.73 53.7 0 0
• 2 Borer 37 18 4 2.05 3.7 0 1
• 3 • 12.3 0 0
• 2 Cutting	edge 32 20 6 1.60 4.6 0 1
• 2 • 28 23 6 1.21 4.9 0 1
Borer 53.2 0 2
• 2 • 45 38 11 1.18 20.6 0 1
3 117.70
D 177830 177805 • 3 • 36 22 4 – 4.0 0 0 Broken	Blade	flake	?Early	Neolithic •
• 2 Hollow	Scraper 44.6 1
2 Multi	tool 29.9 0 Core	tool.	Cutting	edge/chisel	&	notch
Borer 53.3 0
• 2 Hollow	Scraper 36 30 9 1.20 13.0 0 0
• 3 Borer 38 28 5 1.35 7.2 0 0
• 57 38 17 1.50 37.9 0 0
4 148.40
E 177805 177780 • 2 • 58 28 7 2.07 18.6 0 2
• 3 Broken	blade 22 20 3 – 3.3 0 0 Broken	Blade	type	Flake
• 2 Cutting	edge 38 44 8 0.86 22.0 0 1
• • 30 19 7 1.57 3.9 0 3
• 2 Cutting	edge 31 43 11 0.72 16.0 0 2
• 1 Scraper	on	old	flake 61 59 12 – 67.8 2 3 Old	patinated	primary	flake	been	re-used	as	scraper
Borer 95.3 0 –





























































































3 F 475900 177780 177755 • 2 Borer 28 22 10 – 8.0 0 1
• 2 Multi	B+N 42 36 8 – 22.9 0 1
• 1 Scraper 56 32 8 1.75 19.0 0 2
1 32.20
G 177755 177730 • 3 Scraper 40 37 6 1.08 11.6 0 0 Good	Flake,	bad	inclusion	in	flint,	early •
1 11.10
4 A 475875 177896 177871 • 3 Scraper 38 41 6 0.92 14.6 0 0 Early
B 177871 177846 • 3 ?Borer 24 24 3 1.00 3.3 0 0 Almost	a	complete	cone
• 3 Cutting	edge 31 26 3 – 3.8 0 0 Earlier
• • 29 29 7 1.00 7.2 0 0
• • 56 42 15 – 44.5 0 1 Bashed	lump
C 177846 177821 • 3 Distal	Tip 22 14 2 – 0.9 0 0 ?Mesolithic	 •
4 79.30
D 177821 177796 • 1 • 32 22 4 1.45 6.1 0 2 Hinge	fracture
• 3 ?Notch 62 41 8 1.51 31.0 0 0
E 177796 177771 • 3 Cutting	edge 56 38 8 1.47 19.8 0 0
3 52.10




Knife 47.3 0 – Natural	knife	–	perfect	shape! •
G 177746 177715
5 A 475850 177887 177862 • 2 Backed	Notch 44 42 7 1.04 16.4 0 1 •
• 3 Blade	tip 30 12 3 – 1.6 0 0 Broken	blade	tip.	Early	 •
8 133.20
B 177862 177837 • Awl 52 44 12 1.18 26.3 0 0 Unusual	piercer/awl	point	made	on	side •
• • 13.3 0 3
• • 7.1 0 2
• • 2.6 0 0
• • 21 20 6 1.05 2.8 0 0
3 74.40
C 177837 177812 • 130.7 Large	cube	shaped	core,	hit	from	all	sides/angles
• 2 ?	Borer 54 46 10 – 30.7 0 1
• 2 ?	Borer 33 34 8 – 9.7 0 1
• 3 Notch 35 21 3 1.66 4.8 0 1
• 3 • 40 33 7 1.21 12.7 0 0
6 112.00






























































































5 D 475850 177812 177787 • 2 Scraper 51 26 8 1.96 18.5 0 2
• 3 • 47 32 8 1.23 11.6 1 0
• 2 Borer 56 47 8 1.19 34.6 0 0
Scraper 51.5 0 –
Scraper 67.7 1 –
11 72.10
E 177787 177762 5 52.10
F 177762 177737 • 2 End	scraper 34 17 5 2.00 5.4 0 1 Blade	Flake •
• 1 ?	Scraper 71 58 9 1.22 41.9 0 2
1 23.50
6 A 475825 177870 177845 3 82.30
B 177845 177820 • 2 Borer 38 37 6 1.02 13.0 0 1
• 2 Cutting	edge 33 31 4 1.06 6.2 0 0
• • 37 31 5 1.19 10.2 0 3
Scraper 46.6 0 –
1 22.40
C 177820 177795 • 3 Borer 31 29 4 1.06 6.2 0 0
• 3 Scraper 44 47 10 0.93 30.1 0 0 Very	poor	quality	flint	full	of	inclusions	but	work	looks	BA •
5 140.30
D 177795 177770 • 2 Retouch 35 26 8 1.34 10.5 0 2
• • 22.2 0 1
• • 36 34 10 1.05 14.2 0 0
2 50.20
E 177770 177745 4 92.40
F 177745 177720 • 3 Retouch 29 32 4 0.90 6.8 3 0 White	patination	all	over,	possible	early	flake. •
• 3 Retouch 50 40 14 1.25 32.7 0 0
• 3 Awl 38 35 5 1.08 10.3 0 0
1 15.20
G 177720 177695 • 3 • 38 36 14 1.05 20.6 0 0
7 A 475800 177872 177847 • 2 ?	Borer 46 52 8 0.88 27.1 0 1




C 177822 177797 • 2 Retouch 4.4 0 1 Broken	distal	tip	of	LN/EBA	flake
• 2 Retouch 13.7 0 2 Broken	distal	tip	of	priimary	flake
7 C 475800 177822 177797 Retouch 22.8 0 –
• 1 Hollow	Scraper 27 40 6 0.67 8.5 0 3
1 15.20
D 177797 177772 • 3 7.8 0 0
• 2 Cutting	edge 4.5 0 1
• 2 Cutting	edge 29 40 8 0.72 9.8 0 1
• 2 Notch 40 44 15 0.90 23.3 0 2
1 13.70
E 177772 177747 • 2 Backed	cutting 35 23 6 1.52 7.1 0 2
• 2 Piercer 55 55 19 1.00 42.6 0 – Exceptional	example	of	a	piercer	thick	flake	or	core? •
































































































F 177747 177722 • 3 Retouch	?Awl 42 30 5 1.40 11.2 0 0
• 3 Piercer 45 23 5 1.95 8.7 0 0 •
• • 6.8 0 0
Cutting	edge 13.7 0 –
2 65.50
G 177722 177697 • 3 Retouch 32 20 7 1.60 5.3 1 0
• 3 Retouch 36 40 7 0.90 14.1 0 0
Scraper 17.8 0 –
Scraper 61.6 1 –
2 47.20
8 A 475775 177867 177842 2 52.90
B 177842 177817 Scraper 58.5 0 –
C 177817 177792 • 134.7 0 – Large	core,	only	2	removals,	bad	quality	flint,	possible	retouching	
too
• 3 ?	Scraper 42 20 7 – 9.6 0 0
• 2 Concave	Scraper 46 48 10 0.95 36.8 0 2
Scraper 86.6 0 –
• 2 Retouch 36 22 10 1.63 10.3 0 1
D 177792 177767 • 3 Retouch 54 24 7 2.25 10.4 0 0 •
• 2 Cutting	edge 43 48 10 0.89 22.7 0 1
• 3 • 45 43 20 1.04 40.3 0 0
1 14.30
E 177767 177742 • 2 Undetermined 42 48 20 0.87 34.8 0 1
• • 44 18 7 2.44 4.7 0 0
2 91.80
F 177742 177717 • 2 Backed	cutting 45 42 11 1.07 29.3 1 1
Cutting	edge 77.8 0 –
Borer 33.4 0 –
2 46.00
G 177717 177681 • 2 Piercer 29 34 7 0.85 9.4 0 1
• 2 Cutting	edge 53 35 9 1.51 24.5 0 1
• 3 Cutting	edge 39 25 9 1.56 10.3 0 0
• 3 • 24 20 4 1.20 2.2 0 0
9 A 475750 177858 177833 • 2 Piercer 32 30 6 1.06 7.4 0 1
Backed	Borer 45.9 0 – Well	made	borer	on	natural	flake •
B 177833 177808 3 52.00
C 177808 177783 • 3 Cutting	edge 34 34 5 1.00 9.5 0 0 Almost	transucent	flake,	strange	flint	unlike	any	other •
• 3 End	scraper 36 20 3 – 3.9 0 0 Looks	earlier	BA.	Scraper	on	proximal	end. •
• 3 Edge	wear 22 11 3 2.00 1.3 0 0 Small	pointed	flake	 •
• 1 Hollow	Scraper 38 28 6 1.35 7.8 0 3
• 2 Piercer 40 36 12 1.11 18.2 0 1 •
Scraper/borer 84.3 0 – •
2 67.40
D 177783 177758 • 2 ?	Fabricator 44 30 22 1.46 40.7 0 1 Very	steep	retouch	on	edges •
• 2 Notch 42 32 10 1.31 15.3 0 1
• 39.5 – – Very	poor	flint	–	full	of	holes






























































































• 2 Multi	tool 50 24 8 2.08 11.4 0 1 Denticulate	notched	edge.	Cutting	edge	and	notch.
• 2 Undefined 34 25 7 1.36 5.9 0 0
E 177758 177733 • 2 Cutting	edge 44 36 8 1.22 13.9 1 1
2 29.90
F 177733 177708 • 2 Scraper 49 36 7 1.36 15.4 0 1
• 2 Cutting	edge 41 31 9 1.32 12.8 0 2
G 475750 177708 177673 • 2 Retouch 40 20 8 2.00 7.6 0 1
• 2 Edge	wear 30 15 3 2.00 2.0 0 1 Very	small	earlier	flake •
• 3 Awl 18 22 5 0.81 2.2 0 0
• • 8.8 0 3
2 17.10
10 A 475725 177849 177824 • 232.0
Borer 24.9 0 –
Scraper 50.9 0 –
• 2 • 26 30 7 0.86 8.3 0 1
1 8.30
B 177824 177799 • 3 Large	end	scraper 66 48 15 1.37 68.9 0 0 Classic	end	scraper	on	large	flake.	Has	some	iron	staining	on	
ridges
•
• 2 Hollow	scraper 56 45 12 1.24 35.5 0 0
• 2 Scraper 49 38 12 1.28 36.0 0 0
• 2 Awl 52 46 13 1.13 32.9 1 1









Bashed	lump 54.2 0 – Like	a	core,	but	wouln't	classify	it	as	one.	Query	use.
D 177774 177749 • 1 Piercer 30 39 8 0.76 14.0 0 3
• 1 Piercer/Notch 25 28 5 0.89 4.5 0 3 •
• 2 Notch 36 27 6 1.33 8.1 0 2 •
• 2 Piercer 34 21 8 1.61 6.8 0 1
?Scraper 107.3 0 – Looks	like	heavy	duty	scraper.	Might	be	a	core?
3 206.70
E 177749 177724 • 2 Borer 51 46 13 1.10 41.1 0 1 Good	knapping.	Earlier	tool •
• 2 Backed/Cutting 43 25 6 1.72 7.0 0 1
• 2 Backed/Cutting 40 19 6 2.10 6.2 0 1 Very	even	retouch	along	backed	edge
• 2 Backed/Cutting 24 22 4 – 3.5 0 1 Earlier	snapped	flake
• 2 Cutting	edge 56 44 13 1.27 40.0 0 0
• 3 Side	scraper 42 42 18 1.00 37.8 0 0
4 165.20
F 177724 177699 4 126.80
G 177699 177661 2 31.80
11 A 475700 177843 177821 • 3 Small	awl 20 20 3 1.00 1.8 0 0 Small	flake,	looks	retouched	to	make	a	sharp	point •
• 2 End	scraper 18 16 5 – 2.5 0 1 Broken	tip	exactly	thumbnail	size.	Can't	tell	if	retouched	before	
or	after	break	occurred
•
• 2 Scraper 56 78 19 0.71 76.6 0 2
2 80.20

































































































• 3 Retouched 17 18 3 – 1.5 0 0 Broken	distal	flake	with	hinge	fracture,	could	be	early
• 2 Piercer 50 54 7 0.92 25.9 ?1 1
• 3 ?usewear 22 28 6 0.78 5.5 1 0
11 B 475700 177821 177796 • 1 Piercer 27 23 5 1.17 5.3 0 1
• 3 Undefined 2.2 0 0 Dorsal	face	has	numerous	scars
1 13.30
C 177796 177771 • 3 Edge	wear 36 19 5 1.89 4.3 0 0 •
• 3 Piercer 46 22 4 2.09 5.7 3 0 Early	piercer,	tip	has	snapped	in	antiquity.	Patinated	all	over •
• 1 Hollow	scraper 46 46 9 1.00 22.0 0 3 Typical	of	the	type •
• 58.4 0 – Very	good	early	core.	Early	Neolithic?	Possibly	Mesolithic. •
Cutting	edge 39.3 1 3 Slight	patination	and	iron	staining	on	ridges
5 113.10
D 177771 177746 • 3 Backed	blade 43 14 5 3.07 4.3 1 0 Neolithic? •
• 2 Combination	tool 52 40 10 1.30 28.3 0 1 Neolithic	combination	tool	–	scraper/piercer.	Retouched	on	all	
edges
•
• 2 Cutting	edge 35 25 6 – 9.5 1 1 Plough	damage
• 3 Notch 42 32 12 1.31 13.5 0 0
• • 40 23 10 1.73 11.6 1 1
• • 6.7 1 0
7 281.30 Burnt	core	plus	other	possible	tools/flakes •
E 177746 177721 Field	slopes	steeply	here	no	finds
F 177721 177696 Field	slopes	steeply	here	no	finds
G 177696 177660 Field	slopes	steeply	here	no	finds
12 A 475675 177837 177812 • 1 Backed	Cutting	 43 33 10 1.30 17.5 0 3
• 3 Tip	of	blade 12 12 2 – 0.3 0 0 Tip	of	blade	flake,	looks	early •
• 3 Tip	of	flake 10 7 2 – 0.2 0 0
2 22.20
B 177812 177787 2 47.60
C 177787 177762 • 2 Notch 32 22 5 1.45 6.0 0 1
D 177762 177737 • 3 ?End	scraper 46 25 5 1.84 7.7 0 0
2 58.30
E 177737 177712
F 177712 177687 • 2 Scraper 37 28 10 0.97 20.8 0 1




H 177662 177645 • 2 Hollow	scraper 43 29 9 1.48 10.9 0 0
13 A 475650 177825 177800 • 2 Cutting	edge 22 23 4 0.95 2.8 0 1
• • 0.6 0 1
• 2 Side	scraper+borer 38 28 10 1.35 14.1 0 1
13 A 475650 177825 177800 • 2 Notch 29 24 8 1.20 6.0 0 1
• 2 Cutting	edge 38 28 6 1.35 8.2 0 1 Retouch	lookes	like	backed	for	cutting	with,	although	pointed	
end	might	have	been	piercer
Scraper 47.7 0 – Heavy	duty	scraper
B 177800 177775 • 1 End	scraper 33 27 10 1.22 15.1 0 1 Classic	end	scraper,	large	thumbnail	shape •
• 1 Piercer 19 24 5 – 3.3 0 1





































































































G 177675 177650 • 3 ?	End	scraper 37 27 6 1.37 8.4 0 0 Bottom	of	slope,	level	ground,	bottom	south	corner	of	field
• 3 Cutting	edge 30 19 6 1.57 3.9 1 0
3 27.20
Bashed	lump 164.5
• 2 Knife	+	notch 41 28 9 1.46 12.3 0 1
• 2 Cutting	edge 28 18 5 1.55 3.8 0 1
14 A 475625 177822 177797 Scraper 41.8 0 –
B 177797 177772 3 110.80
C-F 177772 177672 Steep	slope	as	above	(13	C-F).	No	finds
15 A 475600 177814 177789 • 1 End	scraper 45 39 15 1.15 30.0 0 3 Early	invasive	retouched	scraper •
2 64.10
B-D 177789 177714 Steep	slope,	no	finds





19 A-C 475500 177815 177740
D 177740 177726 • 2 Cutting	edge	wear 54 18 6 3.00 7.8 0 1 Early	flake •
• 2 ?Retouched 28 30 6 0.93 6.1 0 1
• 1 Cutting	edge 41 21 8 1.95 9.3 0 3
Scraper 46.1 0 –
2 79.90
20 A-B 475475 177810 177760
C 177760 177740 • 2 Cutting	edge 36 43 10 0.83 18.0 0 1
21 A-B 475450 177805 177760
B 177780 177780 1 20.80















































































































































































1 475125 177517 177475 1 • 1 2 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 56.00 32.00 10.00 1.75 22.88
Short	cutting	edge	on	Right	Lateral	Margin	(RLM)	with	edge	sharpening	retouch.	
Invasing	retouch	on	ventral	&	dorsal	to	facilitate	handling.	Some	plough	damage.
1 • 1 3 • Undefined BA >2.7 25.00 7.00 – 6.04 Proximal	end.	Abrupt	retouch	along	Left	Lateral	Margin	(LLM).	Backed	on	RLM.
	 1 8.00 	 	Burnt	knapped	flint
1 • 2 1 	 • 	 32.00 30.00 6.00 1.06 8.16 	
2 	 Notch BA 29.38 Narutal	flint	with	deep	notch,	retouched	for	handling
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 42.00 22.00 8.00 1.90 6.64 Pointed	distal	end.
2 • 2 •
Concave	scraper	/	
spokeshave
BA 44.00 22.00 8.00 2.00 6.85 LLM	concave	with	retouch	on	inside,	probable	spokeshave
1 • 2 1 • Knife Neo 45.00 35.00 13.00 1.28 22.41
Simple	left	handed	knife.	Cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	rounded	distal	and	along	
RLM.	Backed	LLM	at	distal	remainder	cortical.
2 	 	 Chisel Neo 18.42
Small	chisel,	thin	tapering	end	with	a	lot	of	retouch	giving	a	sharp	flat	edge.	
Opposite	end	is	rounded	+	abrupt	retouch	?	scraper	but	better	as	handle.
3 • 2 1 • Scraper Neo 44.00 49.00 16.00 0.89 36.50 	
4 • 1 3 • Awl	&	Piercer
Neo-
EBA
38.00 60.00 19.00 0.63 52.62
Piercer	with	broken	tip	at	corner	distal/	RLM.	Awl	made	on	distal	end	by	notch	
either	side.	Retouch	along	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • End	Scraper BA 68.00 38.00 18.00 1.78 63.79
Thick	flake,	abrupt	retouch	at	proximal	end	removing	platform.	All	edges	have	
partial	retouch.
6 • 3 0 •
Awl	&	Notch	+	
?scraper
LN/EBA 33.00 27.00 8.00 1.22 7.70
2	points	on	RLM	with	retouch	around	and	between.	Notch	on	LLM.	Possible	
concave	scraper	lower	RLM	too.
7 • 2 2 	 • 	 42.00 23.00 10.00 1.82 8.59 	
8 • 3 0 	 • 	 >23 >14 1.50 – 1.21 	
1 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 31.00 26.00 6.00 1.19 4.96 Abrupt	retouch	proximal	end.	Partial	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 2 0 • Undefined LN/EBA >36 >26 7.00 – 6.50 Proximal	end	of	broken	flake.	Retouch	on	remaining	RLM	&	LLM	indicated	tool.
3 	 	 • BA Flint	Hammerstone
4 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 20.00 16.00 5.00 1.25 1.76
Point	at	LLM	&	distal	corner	has	been	broken	-	retouch	all	around.	Retouch	along	
distal	end.
	 	 1 40.95 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 1 3 • BA >40 46.00 11.00 – 25.69 Discoidal	flake	with	plough	damage	to	distal	end.	
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA >30 22.00 6.00 – 3.94 Simple	knife.	Cutting	edge	RLM.	Vertical	flake	scar	on	dorsal.	
3 • 3 0 • Side	Scraper BA 47.00 34.00 16.00 1.38
Thick	flake	with	plough	damage	across	part	distal/LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	on	LLM	&	
around	distal	end.	Partial	retouch	RLM.
4 • 1 1 	 • 	 >41 42.00 16.00 – 32.42 	
	 	 	 2 69.15 	 Both	previously	worked	flint,	similar	size.
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge
Neo-
EBA
36.00 47.00 8.00 0.76 17.06
Cutting	edge	along	distal	end.	Backed	lower	RLM.	Retouch	on	LLM.	Raw	material,	
fine	grained,	light	brown	flint.
	 	 1 12.93 	 	
1 • 2 1 • BA >48 32.00 17.00 – 28.59 Wedged	shape.





























1 475150 177325 177350
2 177350475150 177375
3 475150 177375 177400
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3 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 30.00 24.00 7.00 1.25 6.41
Proximal	end	of	flake.	Scraper	on	distal	break	with	semi	&	abrupt	retouch.	Backed	
RLM	&	LLM.
4 	 	 Scraper BA 54.05 Natural	flint	with	flakes	removed	from	one	side	and	retouch	forming	scraper.




2 • 3 0 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 4.33
Medial	flake,	retouch	along	both	breaks	&	RLM.	Point	at	corner	of	RLM	&	proximal	
break.
3 • 1 3 	 • 	 38.00 22.00 8.00 1.72 7.62 	Broken	tip
1 • 2 1 • Side	scraper Neo 37.00 33.00 10.00 1.12 14.36
Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	forming	scraper.	Retouch	on	all		other	margins	and	
invasive	retouch	on	dorstal	side.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer EBA 34.00 54.00 10.00 0.62 21.20
Broad	flake,	point	at	corner	LLM	&	distal	end.	Retouch	around	point	and	along	LLM	
&	distal.	Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal.
	 	 1 13.18 	 	
1 • 3 0 Undefined EBA 54.00 32.00 11.00 1.68 23.37 	Blunt	distil	?scraper.	?notch	LLM	&	RLM	or	plough	damage.
2 • 2 2 • Scraper BA 71.00 62.00 30.00 1.14 101.67 Large	flint	rounded	distal	end	with	abrupt	retouch.	Plough	damage	to	RLM.
1 • 2 2 • 	Undefined BA 52.00 30.00 8.00 1.73 16.42
Pointed	flake	with	retouch	around	distal	end	/	RLM	point	and	fine	abrupt	retouch	
on	distal	end.	Backed	on	proximal	end.
2 • 3 • Piercer BA – – – – 1.53 Flint	"lump"	pointed	end	has	retouch	around	&	along	concave	edge	leading	to	it.	
3 • 3 	 • 	 – – – – 11.59 	
	 	 	 1 	 23.59 	
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 22.00 30.00 11.00 0.73 8.51 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.	Retouch	at	distal.	2	parallel	flake	scars	on	dorsal.
2 • 2 0 	 • 	 – – – – 6.25 	
3 • 2 	 • 	 – – – – 29.89 	
	 	 1 12.75 	 	





25.00 21.00 4.00 1.19 3.61 Small	flake.	Side	scraper	LLM.	Short	6mm	scraper	on	protrusion	at	distal/RLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge
Neo-
EBA
65.00 26.00 14.00 2.50 27.54
Simple	knife,	cutting	edge	RLM	with	retouch	near	proximal	end	for	holding.		LLM	
cortical.	Dorsal	scars	paralell.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 42.00 38.00 19.00 1.10 33.76 	
	 	 3 34.23 	 Large	flint	has	been	worked
1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool Neo 47.00 50.00 10.00 0.94 28.11 Awl	at	distal	end	with	retouch	leading	to	&	around	point.	Deep	notch	with	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer	/	borer BA 22.00 50.00 14.00 0.44 16.72 • Point	at	LLM	/	distal	corner	with	retouch	around.	Backed	distal	and	RLM.
	 	 1 12.15 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Notch Neo-BA 44.00 44.00 14.00 1.00 29.82 Notch	at	distal	end,	backed	at	proximal	end	over	platform	&	along	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 55.00 25.00 14.00 2.20 20.77 Hollow	scraper	on	LLM	with	retouched	curve.	Abrupt	retouch	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 41.00 32.00 9.00 1.28 12.85 Cherty	flint,	point	at	distal	/	LLM	corner	with	retouch.	Backed	at	proximal	end.











































































































































































































1 • 3 0 • Piercer
Neo-
EBA
48.00 26.00 7.00 1.84 9.88 •
Piercer	at	distal	end,	retouch	around	point.	Fine	retouch	along	length	of	LLM,	
backed	by	semi	abrupt	near	proximal	end.	Partial	retouch	on	RLM.
	 	 2 37.94 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint	(1=13.77g	2=24.15g)
1 • 2 1 • ?	Scraper Neo-BA 46.00 54.00 8.00 0.85 29.55 Broad	flake	with	large	hinge	fracture,	?used	as	scraper.	Retouch	on	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Notch BA 28.00 31.00 10.00 0.90 9.07
Natural	notch	at	distal	end	with	retouch	and	use	wear.	2nd	notch	at	proximal	end	
with	retouch.	LLM	abrupt	retouch.
3 • 3 1 • Piercer BA 32.00 34.00 9.00 0.94 13.14 Gravel	flint.	Point	at	corner	LLM	/	distal	end
4 • 3 0 	 •
Neo-
EBA
39.00 31.00 7.00 1.25 12.88 	Horseshoe	shape	might	be	a	blank.
5 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 3.79 	
6 • 1 3 	 • 	 22.00 34.00 7.00 0.64 6.50 Gravel	flint
7 • 2 2 	 • 	 41.00 42.00 9.00 0.97 20.95 	
	 	 1 5.00 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Side	scraper BA 60.00 53.00 28.00 1.13 71.15 Thick	flake	with	large	inclusion,	abrupt	retouch	RLM	–	scraper
2 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 43.00 53.00 20.00 0.81 56.54 Thick	flake,	concave	scraper	at	distal	end.
3 • 2 2 • Undefined Neo-BA 64.00 44.00 2.00 1.45 69.62
?Concave	scraper	at	distal	on	LLM.	Retouched	on	LLM.	Has	been	exposed	to	heat	-	
either	before	or	after	knapping.
4 • 2 1 • >28 18.00 4.00 – 2.18 Distal	end	of	blade-type	flake.	
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 59.00 28.00 21.00 2.10 30.24 •
Thick	flake	with	triangular	X-section.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	forming	scraper.	
Backed	RLM	and	abraded	over	dorsal	ridge.
2 	 	 • ? 82.11 Small	flake	removals	from	one	platform.
3 • 2 1 • Denticulate Neo-BA 38.00 62.00 17.00 0.61 34.29
Large	flake	from	pebble/gravel	flint.	Retouched	around	distal	end	with	small	point	
made	by	notch	either	side.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 38.00 39.00 11.00 0.97 21.00 Thick	flake,	retouch	on	all	edges,	point	mid	LLM	with	retouch,	scraper	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • BA 42.00 42.00 11.00 1.00 26.63
?	Flake	with	hinged	distal	showing	signs	of	use-wear	abrasion	used	as	scraper.									
?	Partial	retouch	on	RLM.	Part	LLM	missing.
6 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 18.00 21.00 5.00 0.85 2.36 Small	flake,	large	bulb.	LLM	cutting	edge	with	fine	retouch.	Retouch	RLM.
	 	 3 67.68 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.	(1=11.18;	2=21.18;	3=35.32)
1 • 2 1 • ?	Piercer BA – – – – 4.58 Pointed	flake	with	tip	missing.	Retouched	along	RLM	&	LLM	leading	to	pointed	end.
2 • 2 1 • Nose	scraper
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 30.79 Short	scraper	(5mm)	LLM,	backed	along	distal	break.	Retouch	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper LN/EBA 44.00 36.00 9.00 1.22 14.72 • Concave	scraper	lower	RLM	with	retouch.	Backed	distal	end.
4 • 3 0 	 • EBA	 33.00 33.00 15.00 1.00 16.40 	
1 • 3 0 • Piercer	/	borer LN/EBA 41.00 19.00 5.00 2.15 5.22 Twisted	flake,	point	distal	/	RLM	corner.	Partial	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
2 	 	 Cutting	tool BA – – – – 52.24 Wedge	shaped	cutting	tool	+	use	wear.	Retouch	along	both	edges	of	wide	side.
	 	 1 45.00 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
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1 • 3 0 • End	Scraper	&	Awl Neo 30.00 36.00 10.00 0.83 12.44
Abrupt	retouch	at	proximal	end	forming	scraper.	Retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM	with	
awl	mid	LLM.	Patinated
2 • 2 1 • Notch	&	Scraper
Neo-
EBA
44.00 36.00 18.00 1.22 24.00
Notch	mid-LLM	+	retouch.	Retouch	at	proximal	end,	RLM	and	distal	end.	Possible	
borer	distal/LLM	corner.	Patinated
3 • 1 3 • Concave	scraper
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 21.91
Awl	centre	LLM	made	by	notch	either	side.	Borer	LLM	/	distal	corner	+	retouch	
around	point.	RLM	&	proximal	-	plough	damage.	Pebble	flint.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 8.51 Broken	across	-	no	distal	end.	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
	 	
	 	 2 42.74 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.	Large	piece	possible	scraper.





28.00 30.00 11.00 0.93 10.29 • •
Possible	Early	Neolithic	side	&	end	scraper	made	on	small	rounded	flake.	Similar	to	
thumbnail	scraper.	Plough	damage	on	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • End	scraper
E/Neo-
EBA
30.00 28.00 8.00 1.07 7.78 • • Fine	retouch	along	RLM	&	distal	forming	scraper.	Backed	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Denticulate
Neo-
EBA
22.00 32.00 5.00 0.68 4.67 Denticulate	cutting	edge	along	distal	and	around	RLM.	Backed	proximal	end.
4 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge
Neo-
EBA
38.00 16.00 7.00 2.37 3.68 Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM	&	distal.
5 • 2 1 • Awl
Neo-
EBA
22.00 20.00 6.00 1.10 3.21
Small	point	made	at	distal	end	by	notches.	Concave	curve	+	retouch	RLM	probably	
for	holding	?scraper.	Retouch	LLM.
6 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge
Neo-
EBA
19.00 19.00 3.00 1.00 0.73 Tiny	flake	with	retouch	at	distal	end	&	along	LLM.	Retouched	LLM/distal	corner.
	 	 4 130.10 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.	(1=66.92;	2=31.65;3=15;	4=16.53)
1 • 3 0 • Side	scraper Neo-BA 29.00 29.00 11.00 1.00 10.89 Abrupt	retouched	along	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Borer BA 58.00 44.00 22.00 1.31 56.77 Thick	flake,	borer	on	RLM.	
3 • 3 • Cutting	edge BA – – – – 3.59
Small	fragment	of	distal	end.	Fine	retouch	along	RLM	break	-	cutting	edge.	Part	
retouch	distal	end.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 18.00 28.00 6.00 0.64 3.22 Retouch	RLM	cutting	edge	&	backed	LLM.	Cortex	on	platform	edge.
5 • 3 0 	 •
Neo-
EBA
54.00 27.00 9.00 2.00 12.97 	
6 • 2 1 	 • 	 42.00 25.00 5.00 1.60 85.96 	
7 • 3 0 	 • 	 17.00 9.00 2.00 1.88 0.35 	
	 	 5 79.30 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint	(1=6.67;	2=10.15;	3=20.82;	4=20.59;	5=21.05)
1 • 3 0 • Borer
Neo-
EBA
21.00 21.00 6.00 1.00 3.70 Point	LLM,	retouch	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge
Neo-
EBA
25.00 24.00 7.00 1.04 4.67 RLM	-	cutting	edge	+	retouch.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 56.00 35.00 17.00 1.60 39.49 Abrupt	retouch	RLM.
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 2.43 	
5 • 2 2 • Piercer BA 20.00 28.00 7.00 0.71 3.87 Pointed	distal	end	with	retouch	around	point.	Backed	LLM	&	RLM.
6 	 	 Hollow	Scraper Neo-BA – – – – 32.66 Pot	lid	thermal	flake	with	fine	retouch	on	2	sides	one	concave	forming	scraper
	 	 10 160.33 	 Burnt	6	pieces	previously	worked	flint






























































































































































































2 • 1 3 • Concave	scraper BA 33.00 34.00 10.00 0.97 15.30
Wide	notch/hollow	scraper	at	distal	end.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	Plough	damage	to	
RLM.distal	corner.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer Neo-BA 28.00 31.00 9.00 0.90 8.61 Point	at	proximal/LLM	corner.	Bilateral	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	Cortex	-	platform	only
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge Neo-BA 38.00 38.00 11.00 1.00 19.75 Pebble	flint.	Cutting	edge	-	LLM	with	retouch/use	wear.
	 	 8 185.95 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.	Average	weight	23g	each.
1 • 2 1 • Denticulate
E/Neo-
EBA
52.00 30.00 9.00 1.73 20.65 •
Long	flake,	retouch	on	LLM	&	RLM.	Small	notches	on	RLM	forming	4	points	on	
sharp	edge	lower	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Knife
E/Neo-
EBA
50.00 33.00 8.00 1.51 17.24 •
Large	blade	flake.	Left	handed	knife,	blade	RLM	with	edge	sharpening	&	use	wear.	
Baked	by	abrupt	retouch	on	LLM
3 • 2 1 • Piercer
E/Neo-
EBA
50.00 39.00 10.00 1.28 26.81 •
Broad	flake	with	long	point	corner	distal	/	LLM.	Retouch	LLM	leading	to	point	-	tip	
broken.	Backed	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • End	Scraper
E/Neo-
EBA
38.00 41.00 10.00 0.92 19.09 • Semi	&	abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	=	shallow	concave	scraper.	Patinated.
5 • 3 0 • Awl
E/Neo-
EBA
28.00 23.00 5.00 1.21 4.52 •
Small	flake,	sharp	point	made	corner	distal/LLM.	Other	points	LLM,	possible	
denticulate	-	but	unlikely.	Patinated.
6 • 3 0 • Borer
E/Neo-
EBA
27.00 25.00 7.00 1.08 5.91 • Small	flake,	blunt	borer	point	centre	LLM.	Retouch	on	RLM.	Heavy	patination.
7 • 3 0 • Denticulate Neo-BA 32.00 30.00 6.00 1.16 5.40 Small	flake,	denticulate	edge	LLM.	
8 • 3 0 • Piercer
E/Neo-
EBA
– – – – 11.39
Piercer	made	corner	RLM	and	distal	break.	Retouch	RLM.	Backed	by	bilateral	
retouch	LLM	&	by	invasive	retouch	dorsal	side	removing	ridge	at	proximal	end.
9 • 2 1 • Piercer
E/Neo-
EBA
48.00 39.00 8.00 1.23 2.81 •
Leaf	shaped	flake,	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch	RLM	around	point	removing	
cortex.	Backed	on	LLM	by	semi	abrupt	retouch	near	proximal	end.
10 • 3 0 • Undefined
E/Neo-
EBA
52.00 42.00 10.00 1.23 25.64
Large	blade	flake,	tool	made	corner	distal	/	LLM	by	retouch	all	around.	Tip	blunted.	
Backed	RLM	and	part	LLM.
11 • 3 0 • End	Scraper Neo-BA 40.00 35.00 6.00 1.14 11.70
Retouch	distal	and	around	top	LLM	forming	scraper.	Fine	abrupt	retouch	along	part	
RLM.	Patinated.
12 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge Neo-BA 30.00 20.00 4.00 1.50 3.58 Small	flake,	retouch	+	use	wear	on	RLM.	Backed	LLM
13 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA 37.00 21.00 6.00 1.76 3.79 Possible	boring	tool,	protrusion	RLM.	Retouch	along	length	RLM	&	LLM.
14 • 1 2 • Cutting	edge BA 36.00 38.00 13.00 0.94 17.49 Short	cutting	edge	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	on	distal	end	and	RLM.
15 • 3 0 • Notch Neo-BA – – – – 6.34 Distal	end	of	flake,	retouch	RLM,	LLM	&	distal	end.	Notch	LLM		&	RLM.	Patinated.
16 • 2 1 	 • 	 43.00 30.00 17.00 1.43 32.93 	
17 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 3.47 	
18 • 2 1 	 • 	 31.00 19.00 6.00 1.63 2.94 	
19 • 3 3 	 • 	 – – – – 4.22 	
20 • 3 1 	 • 	 – – – – 5.62 	
	 	 5 141.58 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.	Average	weight	30g.
1 • 3 0 • Notch	&	Piercer LN/EBA 23.00 38.00 4.00 0.60 4.92 • •
Piercer	RLM	with	7mm	point	made	by	notches	either	side.	Shallow	notch	with	
retouch	distal	end	-	made	for	grip.	
2 • 3 0 • Microlith
Meso-
Neo
18.00 10.00 2.00 1.80 0.67 • • Microlith	type	blade	flake	with	retouch	LLM
177475 177500






















































































































































































3 • 2 1 • Denticulate
Neo-
EBA
40.00 48.00 12.00 0.83 37.81
Broad	flake,	distal	end	has	5	points	with	4	notches	between	forming	denticulate	
cutting	edge.	Backed	by	semi	abrupt	retouch	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 37.00 65.00 14.00 0.56 41.14 Broad	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM.
	 2 19.42 One	bit	is	previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA – – – – 6.17
Flake	has	invasive	retouch	over	ventral	side.	Focus	of	retouch	is	LLM	and	proximal	
end.	Probably	knife.
2 • 1 2 • Side	Scraper BA 52.00 55.00 30.00 0.94 84.95 Scraper	LLM.	
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 7.37 	
4 • 2 2 	 • 	 – – – – 3.20 	
	 	 1 73.55 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Laurel	Leaf
Early	
Neo
60.00 41.00 11.00 1.46 34.00 • •
Bifacially	worked	leaf	shaped	flake	typical	example	of	tool	type.	Heavily	patinated.	
Francis	Healey	confirmed	analysis,	saying	unfinished	arrowhead	so	laurel	leaf.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool	
E/Neo-
EBA
45.00 25.00 8.00 1.80 10.53
Blade	type	flake	tapering	to	point.	LLM	&	RLM	retouced,	notch	either	side	near	
distal	end.	Patinated
3 • 2 1 • Scraper Neo-BA 51.00 39.00 18.00 1.30 30.60 Retouch	at	distal	end	&	along	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Spokeshave
Neo-
EBA
30.00 30.00 7.00 1.00 5.79 •
Concave	curve	with	sharp	edge	mid	LLM.	Backed	by	abrupt	retouch	RLM	&	distal.	
Flake	scars	on	dorsal	at	90°	
5 • 3 0 • Side	scraper
Early	
Neo
30.00 32.00 8.00 0.93 6.67 •
Small	very	sharp	point	made	on	distal	end	by	notch	to	one	side.	Fine	abrupt	
retouch	on	RLM,	distal	&	LLM.	Black	fine	grain	flint.	Blade	dorsal	scar	at	45°.
6 • 2 1 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 5.17 Fine	retouch	along	LLM.	Distal	end	missing.
7 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 3.73 	
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 24.00 17.00 5.00 1.41 1.64 	
9 • 3 0 	 • 	 41.00 20.00 11.00 2.05 10.53 	
1 1 11.86 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 1 • Piercer	&	Notch
E/Neo-
EBA
45.00 56.00 10.00 0.80 28.00 • •
Point	at	corner	distal/RLM	retouch	around	point	-	invasive	retouch	on	ventral	RLM	
to	facilitate	handling.	Notch	LLM	&	distal	end
2 • 2 1 Cutting	edge Neo-BA 36.00 44.00 8.00 0.81 15.09 Cutting	edge	distal	end	retouch	and		use	wear,	backed	proximal	end.
3 	 	 • Neo-BA – – – – 76.15 Core	with	3	platforms	at	90°	to	each	other.
4 Piercer Neo-BA – – – – 58.43 Invasive	retouch	on	one	side.	Pointed	end	with	retouch	all	around.
5 • 1 3 	 • 	 – – – – 2.47 	
1 • 3 0 Piercer Neo-BA – – – – 19.80 Proximal	end.	Piercer	corner	LLM	and	distal	break.	Partial	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 3 0 Piercer	/	borer Neo-BA 35.00 18.00 7.00 1.94 5.91 Pointed	flake,	retouch	around	point.
	 	 2 32.11 	 	





40.00 43.00 10.00 0.93 23.53 • •
Convex	scrapers	at	distal	end	and	RLM	with	semi	&	abrupt	retouch.	Concave	
scraper	at	proximal	end,	abrupt	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • End	scraper
E/Neo-
EBA

















































8 475200 177500 177525
11 475200 177575 177584
10 475200 177550 177575













































































































































3 • 3 0 • End	scraper
Early	
Neo
50.00 37.00 10.00 1.35 18.71 • •
Abrupt	retouch	along	distal	end	forming	scraper,	Possibly	made	on	a	thinning	flake	
as	distal	scars	are	at	90°	&	180°.	Heavily	patinated.Retouch	along	LLM.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined
Meso-
E/Neo
– – – – 1.86 • •
Medial	part	of	soft	hammered	blade	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	break.	Very	fine	
retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM	with	focus	on	LLM.	Heavily	patinated.
5 • 2 1 • Knife
E/Neo-
EBA
31.00 24.00 6.00 1.29 4.85 Cutting	edge	RLM	with	edge	sharpening	retouch.	Backed	distal	&	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Borer Neo-BA 31.00 44.00 10.00 0.70 23.91
Thick	flake,	long	point	at	proximal	on	LLM.	Retouch	along	proximal	to	point.	Abrupt	
retouch	RLM	and	part	distal	end.
7 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper BA 53.00 30.00 13.00 1.76 24.00 Abrupt	retouch	around	proximal	end	and	along	part	LLM.
8 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 57.00 37.00 15.00 1.54 37.20
Wedge	shape	flake,	fine	abrupt	retouch	on	distal	end	suggests	scraper.	BUT	could	
be	cutting	tool	on	LLM.
9 	 	 Cutting	tool BA – – – – 168.07 Heavy	duty	cutting	tool.	Sharp	edge	has	bilateral	retouch.
10 	 	 Scraper BA – – – – 111.58 Split	nodule	cortex	over	60%.	Abrupt	retouch	on	1	edge	semi	on	2nd	edge.	
11 • 3 0 • Undefined BA – – – – 3.85 Retouch	around	distal	end.







– – – – 3.76 Heavily	patinated	distal	end	of	blade	flake




• 2 1 • Borer Neo-BA 52.00 46.00 16.00 1.13 46.57 • Disc	type	flake,	point	distal,	abrupt	retouch	LLM.
1 • 3 0 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 50.91 •
Large	flake,	?hafted	at	distal	end.	Cutting	edge	convex	RLM	to	distal	end.	Broad	
proximal	end	has	prepared	platform.	
2 • 3 0 • Borer
Neo-
EBA
61.00 30.00 11.00 2.03 24.70 Pointed	flake,	retouch	around	point.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM.	Heavily	patinated.
3 • 2 1 • Spokeshave/Notch
Neo-
EBA
35.00 28.00 8.00 1.25 8.86 Wide	notch	with	retouch	making	sharp	edge	on	lower	RLM.	Spokeshave
4 • 1 3 • Piercer
Neo-
EBA
34.00 25.00 9.00 1.36 9.76 Pebble	flint,	pointed	distal	at	LLM,	retouch	around	point.	Backed	remaining	distal.
5 • 2 2 	 • 	 40.00 34.00 8.00 1.17 15.00 	
6 • 3 0 	 • 	 28.00 31.00 4.00 0.90 4.86 	
7 • 2 1 	 • 	 >30 28.00 12.00 1.07 8.24 	
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 >28 18.00 4.00 1.55 2.51 	
9 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 4.25 	
10 • 2 1 • 	 – – – – 3.30 	
11 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 1.27 	
12 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 2.45 	
13 • 3 0 • 18.00 17.00 2.00 1.05 1.22
	 	 1 6.29 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Blade	tip
E/Neo-
EBA
>31 20.00 3.00 – 2.60 • •
Distal	end	of	blade	flake.	Point	at	distal	end	with	fine	retouch	along	RLM.	Some	
damage	to	LLM.	Both	LLM	&	RLM	are	sharp	edges.	
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool
E/Neo-
EBA
50.00 50.00 12.00 1.00 36.35 •
Abrupt	retouch	along	proximal	end	forming	scraper.	Backed	at	distal	end,	or	2nd	
scraper.	Notch	mid	short	LLM,	retouch	around	notch	points.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 22.00 20.00 6.00 1.10 3.37 Retouch	along	LLM,	?cutting.	Damage	at	distal	end.
























































































































































































4 • 2 1 	 • 	 38.00 38.00 13.00 1.00 19.68 	
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 17.78 	





38.00 36.00 16.00 1.05 25.81 • •
Semi	&	abrupt	retouch	extending	from	mid-LLM	to	lower	RLM.	Also	some	retouch	
at	proximal	end	to	facilitate	handling.	Pebble	flint
2 • 2 1 • Neo-BA 33.00 21.00 4.00 1.57 3.59
3 • 2 1 • Piercer	&	Notch Neo-BA 28.00 31.00 6.00 0.90 6.44
Piercer	with	broken	point	distal/RLM,	retouch	around	&	leading	to	point.	Natural	
"notch"	with	retouch	around	inside	distal	end/LLM.	Retouch	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • End	Scraper BA 46.00 38.00 17.00 1.21 29.10 Scraper	at	distal	end.	Backed	lower	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper Neo-BA 45.00 31.00 15.00 1.45 19.59 Concave	scrapers	on	both	LLM	&	RLM.
6 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper BA 46.00 34.00 15.00 1.35 26.14 Side	scraper	on	RLM.	Plough	damage	to	part	LLM	&	distal	end.
7 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 5.13 	
8 • 3 0 • BA 25.00 25.00 8.00 1.00 5.50
9 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 4.22 	
10 • 2 2 	 • 	 – – – – 2.16 	
11 • 3 0 • Notch Neo-BA 21.00 21.00 3.00 1.00 2.00 Small	flake,	notch	distal	end.	Retouch	LLM
12 • 2 2 • End	scraper BA 43.00 42.00 13.00 1.02 36.42 Retouch	removing	cortical	edge	part	RLM
1 • 2 1 • Bladelet
Meso-
E/Neo
33.00 11.00 5.00 3.00 2.47 • •
Bladelet	flake,	possibly	Meso	?cutting	tool	RLM	has	fine	retouch	&	minor	damage.	
Distal	end	has	abrupt	retouch	suggesting	scraper	(Early	Neo	nose	scraper?).	
2 • 3 0 • Denticulate
E/Neo-
EBA
– – – – 3.73 • •
Distal	end	of	blade	flake.	LLM	has	damaged	jagged	edge	with	retouch.	RLM	&	distal	
have	retouch.	Rounded	point	LLM/proximal	break.





25.00 24.00 6.00 1.04 5.10 • • Semi	+	abrupt	retouch	corner	distal/	RLM	forming	scraper.	Part	retouch	LLM.
4 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge
Meso-
Neo
16.00 17.00 4.00 0.94 1.39 Small	flake	with	retouch	on	all	edges,	Probable	cutting	edge	LLM.
5 	 	 Concave	scraper BA – – – – 158.37
Large	flint,	flake	removed	from	side	to	give	concave	edge	with	retouch	+	abraded	
use	wear.	Other	edges	retouched	for	handling.
6 • 2 1 • Multi	tool BA 50.00 31.00 10.00 1.61 15.39 Pointed	irregular	flake	with	retouch	around	point.	Notch	centre	LLM,	Retouch	LLM.
7 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 60.00 38.00 16.00 1.57 46.92 Wedge	shaped	flake,	retouch	&	damage	to	LLM,	?cutting	edge.	RLM	is	cortical.
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 18.00 	
	 	 3 30.09 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.	(1=5.41g	2=12.41g	3=12.30g)
	 Clay	pipe	stem Medieval Short	piece	of	clay	pipe	stem
1 	 	 • BA 112.94 Worked	out	core,	many	platforms.	10	flake	scars.
2 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge
E/Neo-
EBA
26.00 23.00 8.00 1.13 8.06
Small,	thick	flake.	Fine,	even	retouch	for	serrated	edges	on	distal	&	LLM,	which	is	at	
90°	to	distal.	Retouch	also	on	RLM.
3 • 2 2 • Knife
Neo-
EBA
26.00 17.00 6.00 1.52 4.12
Small	knife	from	pebble	flint.	Cutting	edge	LLM	-	sharpening	flake	removed	down	
edge.	
4 • 2 1 • Knife
Neo-
EBA
27.00 26.00 4.00 1.03 2.97 Small	flake	from	pebble	flint.	Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM	&	distal	end.	


























































































































































































6 • 1 3 	 	 • 	 23.00 14.00 6.00 1.64 2.18 	
	 2 29.63 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 33.00 28.00 7.00 1.17 5.96 Abrupt	retouch	on	LLM.	Retouch	part	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 6.42 Proximal	end	of	blade	flake.	Retouch	along	LLM	suggests	scraper.	
3 • 3 0 • Piercer Neo-BA 25.00 28.00 6.00 0.89 5.00 Retouched	pont	at	proximal/RLM	corner.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge Neo-BA 31.00 21.00 7.00 1.47 5.32 Cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 30.00 36.00 8.00 0.83 10.66 	
6 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 4.55 	
7 • 3 1 • BA – – – – 3.62
	 	 7 124.97 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.	Weight:	3@±	11g;	2@±15g;	2@±30g





52.00 50.00 13.00 1.04 46.36 • •
Rectangular	flake	with	abrupt	retouch	on	distal	end	&	LLM	forming	scrapers.	
Backed	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • End	scraper
E/Neo-
Neo
48.00 30.00 11.00 1.60 20.92 • • Rounded	distal	end	with	fine	retouch.
3 • 3 0 • Knife
E/Neo-
Neo
55.00 56.00 12.00 0.98 47.42 • •
Large	flake	with	convex	cutting	edge	on	LLM	extending	around	distal	end.	Backed	
on	RLM	&	proximal	end.
4 • 3 0 • Knife
E/Neo-
Neo
38.00 26.00 8.00 1.38 10.83 •
Blade	type	flake	with	convex	cutting	edge	on	LLM	extending	around	distal	end.	
Backed	on	RLM.
5 • 3 0 • Piercer
E/Neo-
Neo
33.00 22.00 6.00 1.50 4.42 • Patinated	flake	with	3mm	point	made	at	distal	end.	Backed	on	LLM	&	RLM.
6 • 3 0 • Notch
E/Neo-
Neo
36.00 19.00 6.00 1.89 4.74 • Patinated	flake,	notch	on	RLM.	LLM	might	be	a	serrated	edge.
7 • 1 3 • Awl
Neo-
EBA
41.00 30.00 6.00 1.36 9.12 Small	point	made	mid-RLM	by	notch	either	side.	Backed	on	distal	end	&	LLM.
8 • 3 0 • Piercer
Neo-
EBA
47.00 35.00 15.00 1.34 19.48 Pointed	cherty	flake,	very	sharp	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM.	
9 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 39.00 45.00 9.00 0.86 21.78
Broad	flake	with	notch	at	distal	end.	Retouch	along	all	margins,	possible	scraping	
edge	on	RLM.
10 • 3 0 Rejuvination	flake •
Mesolit
hic
22.00 38.00 17.00 – 12.18 Core	rejuvination	flake.
11 • 3 0 • Scraper
E/Neo-
Neo
– – – – 6.08 Broken	blade	flake	with	abrupt	retouch	along	distal	break.	Backed	LLM.
12 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge
E/Neo-
EBA
37.00 40.00 6.00 0.92 7.89 Patinated	flake	with	retouched	cutting	edge	along	LLM.	Backed	along	RLM.
13 	 	 Scraper Neo-BA – – – – 94.44 Termal	flake	with	fine	retouch	on	all	edges.	
	 	 10 195.00 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
9 475225 177400 177375 1 • 3 0 • Piercer Neo-BA – – – – 2.94
Distal	end	of	broken	flake.	Notch	on	RLM.	Sharp	point	LLM	at	break	with	retouch	all	
around	forming	3mm	point.	
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 9.26 Proximal	end.	Retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM
3 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 5.30 RLM	missing.	Retouch	on	LLM	&	distal	end.
	 	 3 45.30 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 1 • Scraper Neo-BA – – – – 6.65 Medial	part	of	blade	flake.	Scraper	at	distal	break.	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 1 2 • Piercer Neo-BA 52.00 32.00 10.00 1.62 18.04 Pointed	flake	with	retouch	at	distal	point.	Backed	RLM.
E		
6 475225 177475 177450
7 475225 177450 177425





















































































































































































3 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 14.28 	
	 	 2 43.59 	 1	piece	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge
E/Neo-
Neo
44.00 38.00 11.00 1.15 22.74 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper
Neo-
EBA
46.00 30.00 10.00 1.53 17.30 Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM	forming	scraper.	Partial	retouch	LLM.
3 • 2 2 • Piercer Neo-BA 29.00 46.00 11.00 0.63 17.38 Broad,	short	flake,	5mm	point	made	mid-RLM	with	retouch	all	around.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 57.45 Large	flake.	Retouch	at	proximal	&	RLM.
5 • 2 • Cutting	edge BA Thick	wedge	shaped	flint	with	cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	distal	and	LLM.
	 	 4 115.27 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Nosed	scraper
E/Neo-
Neo
50.00 31.00 11.00 1.61 18.20 • •
Leaf	shaped	flake	with	abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	making	short	scraper.	Bilateral	
retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 2 2 • Notch
Neo-
EBA
37.00 43.00 8.00 0.86 21.46 •
Wide	"notch"	at	distal	end	with	retouch	around	inner	curve.	Backed	by	invasive	
retouch	RLM	and	remaining	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer
Neo-
EBA
34.00 38.00 11.00 0.89 17.00
Piercer	with	broken	point	at	corner	proximal	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	along	proximal	
end	&	all	around	point.	Backed	by	fine	abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 39.00 37.00 8.00 1.05 13.81 Blunt	pointed	flake.	Notch	LLM	with	retouch.	Backed	along	distal	end	&	RLM.	
5 • 1 3 • Scraper Neo-BA – – – – 3.84 Small	distal	end	fragment	of	flake	with	semi	&	abrupt	retouch.	
6 • 2 1 	 • 	 18.00 21.00 4.00 0.85 2.19 	
7 • 2 2 • Piercer	/	borer 1 Neo-BA – – – – 8.10 Heat	damaged	flint	with	7mm	point	formed	by	retouch	at	distal	end.
	 	 5 123.59 	 Burnt	flint	4	previously	worked
1 • 3 0 • Simple	knife
E/Neo-
Neo
73.00 42.00 16.00 1.73 49.90 • •
Large	patinated	blade	flake.	Cutting	edge	RLM	with	retouch,	possibly	part	
denticulate.	Retouch	LLM.		
2 • 3 0 • Simple	knife
Neo-
EBA
34.00 34.00 7.00 1.00 9.84
Cutting	edge	on	convex	distal	end	extending	to	LLM.	Backed	RLM,	invasive	retouch	
on	ventral	side.	Patinated.
3 • 2 1 • Scraper
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 9.82
Proximal	end	of	blade	type	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	along	break	forming	scraper.	
Retouch	LLM.	Patinated.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined
L/Neo-
EBA
– – – – 8.33 Rounded	distal	end	with	several	notches	/	points	extending	to	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 9.58
Proximal	end.	Point	corner	RLM/break	fine	semi	abrupt	retouch	on	break	&	around	
point.	Backed	LLM.	High	quality	black	flint
6 • 2 2 • Simple	knife Neo-BA 40.00 23.00 7.00 1.73 8.22 Cutting	edge	LLM	with	semi	abrupt	edge	sharpening	retouch.	RLM	cortical.





34.00 18.00 13.00 1.88 7.30
Blade	type	flake,	narrow	distal	end	is	blunter	by	abrupt	retouch.	RLM	&	proximal	
end	have	fine	semi	&	abrupt	retouch.	LLM	partial	retouch.	High	quality	black	flint.
8 • 2 1 • Borer
Neo-
EBA
49.00 69.00 15.00 0.71 59.18
Large	thinning	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	part	distal	end,	around	point	at	corner	RLM	&	
extending	down	RLM.	Backed	LLM	&	proximal	end.
9 • 1 3 	 • 	 35.00 22.00 5.00 1.59 4.24 	
10 	 Chopper Tool Neo-BA – – – – 97.26 Chopping	edge	sharpened	by	bilateral	retouch.	Might	have	been	hafted.
11 • 3 0 • Neo-BA 15.00 20.00 6.00 0.75 1.81 Small	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch.
12 • 3 0 	 • 	 19.00 22.00 6.00 0.86 2.06 	
13 • 3 • 	 16.00 20.00 5.00 0.80 1.69 	
	 	 21 378.00 	 Burnt	flint	18	previously	worked
1 475250 177360 177375


























































































































































































1 • 3 0 • Nose	scraper
Neo-
EBA
37.00 45.00 5.00 0.82 12.74 •
Broad,	diamond	shaped	flake.	?denticulate	edges	distal	&	proximal	towards	LLM.	
LLM	has	short	blunt	edge	with	abrupt	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper
Neo-
EBA
41.00 18.00 7.00 2.27 6.14 Pointed	flake	with	cortical	point.	Very	fine	abrupt	retouch	length	RLM	&	LLM.	
3 • 2 2 • Simple	knife Neo-BA 42.00 48.00 16.00 0.85 38.15 Bilateral	retouch	along	RLM	cutting	edge.	Backed	part	LLM	&	distal	end.
4 • 1 3 • Cutting	edge Neo-BA 26.00 22.00 3.00 1.18 3.66 Small	primary	flake,	abrupt	retouch	removing	cortex	at	distal	end.
5 • 2 2 • BA 22.00 25.00 7.00 0.88 4.10 Possible	tool,	retouch	along	LLM	with	small	point	made	by	notch	either	side.
6 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge BA 28.00 25.00 8.00 1.12 8.33 Abrupt	retouch	making	serrated	edge	along	distal	end.
7 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 24.00 20.00 6.00 1.20 3.23 Point	corner	RLM	&	proximal	made	by	notch	to	accentuate.	Backed	distal	&	LLM.
8 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 24.00 25.00 3.00 0.96 3.75 Point	corner	RLM	&	proximal	with	retouch	around.	Backed	distal	&	RLM.
9 	 	 • Neo-BA Worked	out	core,	6	platforms.	5flake	scars
10 	 	 Notch BA – – – – 58.91 Thermal	flake,	deep	natural	notch	with	retouch.
11 • 3 0 	 • 	 45.00 53.00 11.00 0.84 23.73 	
12 2 2 	 • 	 52.00 47.00 16.00 1.10 48.11 	
13 • 2 1 	 • 	 36.00 23.00 11.00 1.56 13.08 	
14 • 2 2 – – – – 4.75
15 • 2 2 	 • 	 31.00 41.00 8.00 0.75 7.70 	
16 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 27.00 27.00 9.00 1.00 7.70 Retouch	at	distal	end
17 • 3 1 • Side	scraper 1 Neo-BA 38.00 40.00 16.00 0.95 26.00 Heat	damaged	/	burnt	side	(LLM)	scraper.
18 • 2 1 • Borer 1 Neo-BA – – – – 23.89 Burnt	piercer,	7mm	point,	proximal/RLM	corner.	Retouch	RLM	and	proximal	end.
	 	 13 325.00 	 Burnt	flint	7	previously	worked
1 • 2 1 • Side+End	scraper Neo-BA 37.00 43.00 11.00 0.86 20.52 • Patinated	flake,	abrupt	retouch	along	distal	&	LLM.	









Neo-BA – – – – 49.33
Thermal	flake	with	retouch	along	concave	edge	leading	to	10mm	point	with	
retouch	around.	Retouched	on	other	sides	to	facilitate	handling.
4 • 3 0 • Multi	tool Neo-BA 40.00 33.00 12.00 1.21 14.61
Bilateral	retouch	along	broad	distal	edge.	Wide	notch	with	retouch	LLM.	Partial	
retouch	RLM.	
5 • 2 1 • Undefined BA – – – – 40.87
Retouch	along	RLM	giving	jagged	edge.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	LLM	has	
plough	damage.
6 	 	 Simple	knife Neo-BA – – – – 41.60 Long	thermal	flake	with	bilateral,	invasive,	retouch	along	convex	cutting	edge.	
7 • 3 0 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 2.44 Short	scraper	at	distal	end.	Backed	RLM.
8 • 3 0 • – – – – 2.85
9 • 3 0 18.00 15.00 4.00 1.20 2.59
10 • 3 0 	 •
Meso-
Neo
– – – – 1.71 Medial	part	of	blade	flake.	Dorsal	side	has	central	ridge,	flake	removals	either	side.
11 • 2 1 Undefined
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 12.10 Distal	end,	abrupt	retouch	both	margins.	Light,	fine	grained	flint,	slight	patination.























































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 39.00 33.00 9.00 1.18 17.80
Cutting	edge	LLM	with	bilateral	retouch.	Backed	by	abrupt	retouch	along	distal	
break.	RLM	is	cortical.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined BA – – – – 7.31 LLM	missing.	Retouch	along	distal	&	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Multi	tool Neo-BA 28.00 29.00 6.00 0.96 4.81 Abrupt	retouch	RLM.	Notch	LLM	+	retouch
4 • 3 0 • Undefined Palaeo 58.00 36.00 12.00 1.61 32.03 Large	cherty	flake	with	notch	LLM.	Partial	retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM.
5 • 2 2 • BA – – – – 6.37 Left	handed	wedge	shaped	tool.	Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	distal	end.
6 • 2 2 	 • 	 28.00 43.00 10.00 9.33 12.82 	
7 	 	 • BA – – – – 74.95 Small	nodule	with	6	flake	removals.
	 	 1 1.90 	 	
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper																											
E/Neo-
Neo
72.00 36.00 15.00 2.00 57.75 • • Large	Blade	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	RLM	cortical.
2 • 2 2 • Side	Scraper
Neo-
EBA
29.00 26.00 7.00 1.11 6.31
Small	scraper	with	abrupt	retouch	LLM	&	distal	end	&	semi	abrupt	+	invasive	
retouch	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 53.00 50.00 23.00 1.06 72.28 Large	flake,	straight	?cutting	edge	RLM.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM	&	around	distal	end.
4 • 2 1 • Notch BA 38.00 24.00 10.00 1.58 9.16 Notch	LLM.	Bilateral	retouch	distal	&RLM.
5 • 2 2 • Borer Neo-BA 43.00 28.00 15.00 1.53 20.40
Point	with	retouch	all	around	at	corner	LLM/distal	end.	Bilateral	retouch	LLM,	
Backed	distal	end,	RLM	cortical.
6 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 50.00 30.00 18.00 1.66 24.77
Concave	scraper	RLM	with	abrupt	retouch	around	curve.	Backed	RLM	&	distal	end.	
Left	hand	tool.
7 • 2 1 • Multi	tool
Neo-
EBA
50.00 25.00 7.00 2.00 11.24
Pointed	flake	with	retouch	around	points	at	distal	end	&	corner	RLM/proximal	end.	
Notch	LLM	at	distal	end.	Bilateral	retouch	along	RLM	-	could	be	used	for	cutting.
8 • 3 0 • Awl	/	Piercer Neo-BA 34.00 29.00 9.00 1.17 10.27 Patinated	flake,	point	corner	LLM/distal	break.	Retouch	along	LLM	&	broken	edge.	
9 • 2 1 • Undefined
L/Neo-
EBA
27.00 25.00 7.00 1.08 7.31 Cutting	edge	RLM	with	semi	abrupt	&	invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	side.
10 • 2 2 • Borer BA 40.00 68.00 21.00 0.58 68.14 Thick,	broad	flake.	Stubby	point	+	retouch	distal/RLM.	Partial	retouch	distal	end.
11 • 2 1 	 • 	 38.00 30.00 6.00 1.26 10.48 	
12 • 2 2 	 • 	 – – – – 7.00 	
13 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 29.46 	
14 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 12.71 	
15 • 2 2 	 • 	 30.00 60.00 16.00 0.50 33.17 	
	 	 1 46.16 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • End	scraper																									
E/Neo-
Neo




2 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 7.13
Breaks	across	distal/RLM	&	LLM.	Retouch	along	remaining	distal	edge.	Abrupt	
retouch	along	edge	at	proximal	end.	
3 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 4.42 Proximal	end,	fine	retouch	along	RLM.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 46.00 37.00 16.00 1.24 24.11
Concave	scraper	lower	RLM.	Backed	by	abrupt	retouch	distal	end	&	LLM.	Plough	
damage	to	LLM.	Heavy	patination.
5 	 	 Scraper BA – – – – 53.34 Oblong	flint,	scraper	+	retouch	at	one	end.
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6 • 3 0 • Awl	&	Piercer Neo-BA 20.00 22.00 7.00 0.90 2.55
Retouch	along	all	margins.	Piercer	distal/RLM.	Awl	mid	LLM	made	by	notch	either	
side.	Patinated.
7 • 3 0 •
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 8.38 Quality	black	flint.	Probable	broken	thinning	flake.
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 21.47 	
	 	 2 30.73 	 Burnt	flint	1	previously	worked
1 • 2 1 • Denticulate Neo-BA 19.00 27.00 5.00 0.70 3.10 Bilateral	retouch	distal	end,	part	denticulate.	Backed	lower	LLM.





33.00 20.00 11.00 1.65 6.74 Old	platform	edge	is	ridge	on	dorsal	at	90°.	Some	retouch	on	LLM	&	RLM.
3 • 2 2 • Simple	knife
Meso-
Neo
25.00 12.00 6.00 2.08 1.88 Small	blade	flake,	retouch/use	wear	LLM.	
4 • 3 0 • Undefined
Meso-
Neo
23.00 21.00 6.00 1.09 3.42 ?Simple	knife,	retouch	+	damage	to	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined
Meso-
Neo
– – – – 0.90 Fine	retouch	around	distal	end.	Both	RLM	&	LLM	missing	-	snapped/broken.
6 • 2 1 • End	Scraper Neo-BA 45.00 35.00 15.00 1.28 22.42 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	&	part	LLM.





45.00 22.00 14.00 2.04 15.84 Crushed	platform	edge	at	90°	on	dorsal	side.	May	have	also	been	used	as	piercer.	
8 • 3 0 • Awl BA 18.00 19.00 7.00 0.94 1.69 Point	at	distal	end.	Retouch	LLM.
	 	 2 92.84 	 	
		10					No	Finds475250 177575 177597
1 • 3 0 • Concave	scraper
E/Neo-
Neo
– – – – 11.07
Distal	end	of	large	blade	flake.	Concave	curve	LLM	with	fine	retouch	around	curve.	
Backed	RLM	and	along	break.
2 • 3 0 • Simple	knife Neo-BA 48.00 30.00 14.00 1.60 20.97 Bilateral	retouch	+	use	wear	RLM.	Backed	at	distal	end.	Patinated
3 • 2 2 	 • 	 – – – – 8.16 	
4 • 1 3 	 • 	 36.00 34.00 7.00 1.05 8.24 	
	 	 1 41.72 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Simple	knife	
Neo-
EBA
40.00 40.00 13.00 1.00 25.57
Bilateral	retouch	making	sharp	edge	RLM.	Retouch	Long	LLM.	Backed	by	partial	
retouch	distal	end.





38.00 38.00 13.00 1.00 19.00
Concave	scraper	made	at	distal	end	by	abrupt	retouch.	Shallow	notch	LLM,	
remainder	cortical.	Bilateral	retouch	RLM,	abrupt	on	ventral	semi	abrupt	on	distal.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer
L/Neo-
EBA
24.00 30.00 7.00 0.80 5.33
Point	corner	LLM	&	Distal,	made	by	notch	on	LLM	&	abrupt	retouch	distal	end	+	
around	point.	Wide	notch	RLM	&	Invasive	retouch	ventral	to	facilitate	holding.	
4 • 3 0 • Simple	knife
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 4.66 Patinated.	Retouch	distal	end.	LLM	missing
5 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 39.00 35.00 11.00 1.11 15.86
Irregular	flake,	borer	corner	proximal	&	LLM.	Piercer	LLM/distal	corner,	spoke-
shave	LLM	between	points.	Retouch	RLM.
6 • 1 3 • • BA – – – – 11.85 Abrupt	retouch	RLM.	Distal	end	partial	break,	retouch	on	remainder.	LLM	missing.
7 • 2 1 • Scraper
L/Neo-
EBA
– – – – 3.10 Short	scraper	corner	LLM	&	distal	end.	Retouch	LLM	&	Distal.	RLM	cortical.
8 • 2 1 •
L/Neo-
EBA
– – – – 5.05 Part	distal	&	RLM	fragment	of	flake.
9 • 2 1 • Scraper BA – – – – 13.81 Retouch	at	distal	forming	scraper.	LLM	missing.	









































































































































































































11 	 	 Piercer	/	borer BA – – – – 29.63
Natural	flint	with	long	point	at	corner,	retouch	leading	to	and	around	point.	Backed	
on	other	edges.
12 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 3.22 	
13 • 2 2 	 • 	 – – – – 6.13 	
14 • 1 3 	 • 	 – – – – 5.43
	 	 6 82.39 	 Burnt	flint	3	previously	worked
1 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 9.12 Distal	end	broken.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Denticulate Neo-BA 29.00 29.00 10.00 1.00 10.24 •
Bilateral	retouch	along	straight	distal	end	with	use	wear	damage,	3	of	pos.	5	points	
remaining.	Backed	LLM.	
3 • 2 1 • • 28.00 18.00 6.00 1.55 4.00 Small	pebble	flake,	retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM.	Patinated.
4 • 3 0 • 	 29.00 19.00 6.00 1.52 3.42 	
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 12.21 	
6 	 	 Scraper Neo-BA – – – – 28.89 Thermal	flake,	retouch	at	one	end	forming	scraper	and	along	edge	leading	to	end.
7 • 2 1 • Neo/BA 40.00 38.00 10.00 1.05 22.86 Patinated	flake	with	plough	damage
8 	 	 • Neo-BA – – – – 71.81 Core	–	5	Small	flake	removals.
	 	 3 52.27 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 2 • End	Scraper BA 41.00 37.00 23.00 1.10 37.12 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	-	scraper.	Partial	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 1 3 • Notch BA 33.00 25.00 10.00 1.32 9.14 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Partial	retouch	+	notch	RLM,	rest	cortical.
3 • 3 0 • Borer BA – – – – 21.33 Point	corner	LLM	/	proximal.	Retouch	LLM	&	proximal	end	removing	platform.
4 • 2 1 • End	Scraper BA 34.00 30.00 12.00 1.13 14.14 Retouch	around	distal	&	LLM.
5 • 2 	 • 	 – – – – 5.22 	
6 • EBA 58.00 Worked	out	core,	dark	fine	grained	flint.
7 • 2 1 • Side	scraper 1 93.54 Neo-BA 50.00 45.00 26.00 1.11 93.54 • Large	burnt	flake,	scraper	RLM.	
	 	 4 54.94 	 Burnt	flint	2	previously	worked
1 • 3 0 • End	Scraper
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 23.82 Discoid	type	scraper,	with	abrupt	retouch	distal	end
2 • 3 0 • Denticulate
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 7.29 •
Proximal	end	of	blade	type	flake.	Denticulate	edge	on	diagonal,	LLM	to	distal	end.	
Patinated.
3 • 2 1 • Awl Neo-BA 18.00 31.00 9.00 0.58 6.15 Small	flake,	point	made	on	LLM	by	retouch	either	side.	Part	retouch	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Borer Neo-BA – – – – 6.86 • Borer	on	RLM,	brake	just	above.	Distal	end	missing.	Fine	retouch	around	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA – – – – 21.79 Proximal	end	of	flake.	Retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM	cutting	edge.
6 • 3 0 • Concave	scraper
Neo-
EBA




7 • 3 0 •
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 3.08 Notch	on	RLM.	Distal	end	broken	?Plough
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 3.49 	


































































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Neo-BA – – – – 35.65 Large	flake.
2 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge Neo-BA 47.00 43.00 11.00 1.09 25.85 Straight	LLM	with	part	serrated	edge.
3 • 2 1 • Awl	/	Piercer Neo-BA 30.00 30.00 11.00 1.00 14.37 Point	at	corner	LLM	&	distal	end,	retouch	all	around	&	along	LLM.	RLM	cortical.
4 • 3 0 • 	 – – – – 4.80 	
5 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 0.84 	
1 • 2 1 • Piercer Neo-BA – – – – 8.21
Blade	type	flake,	Piercer	at	corner	LLM	&	distal	end	break.	Retouch	along	LLM	ane	
broken	edge.	Partial	retouch	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Denticulate BA – – – – 55.81
Large	flake,	denticulate	edge	diagonal	LLM	-	proximal	end	with	retouch	removing	
most	of	proximal.	
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool
L/Neo-
EBA
29.00 23.00 4.00 1.26 3.30 Short	cutting	edge	RLM	with	retouch.			Fine	retouch	along	LLM.
4 • 3 0 • Piercer
E/Neo-
Neo
33.00 26.00 7.00 1.26 5.11 • •
Heavily	patinated	flake	with	long	point	at	distal	end.	Fine	retouch	along	edges	
leading	to	point.	
5 • 3 0 • Piercer Neo 38.00 31.00 10.00 1.22 11.34
Thick	flake	with	short	point	at	corner	RLM	&	Distal	end.	Fine	retouch	along	RLM	&	
LLM.	Partial	retouch	distal	end.	Patinated.
6 • 2 1 • Scraper	
L/Neo-
EBA




7 	 	 • BA – – – – 82.21 Core	with	3	platforms	at	90°	to	each	other.
8 	 	 • Neo-BA – – – – 139.96 Small	hammerstone,	patinated.
9 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 6.21 	
10 	 	 Piercer	/	Borer Neo-BA – – – – 29.46
Natural	flint	with	flake	removals	&	retouch.	Short	point	at	one	end	possibly	broken	
piercer	or	borer.
11 • 2 1 Piercer Neo-BA 36.00 30.00 14.00 1.20 14.35 Point	at	corner	RLM	&	distal	end,	retouch	along	both	margins.









• 1 2 • Piercer Neo-BA 26.00 22.00 4.00 1.18 3.00
Small	primary	flake	with	fine	retouch	along	all	margins.	Point	at	corner	LLM	&	
distal.
1 • 2 1 • Denticulate
L/Neo-
EBA
47.00 28.00 7.00 1.67 11.18 • Notches	+	abrupt	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	Invasive	retouch	RLM	on	dorsal	side.
2 • 3 0 • Awl
L/Neo-
EBA
29.00 19.00 7.00 1.52 4.27 •
Small		point	corner	of	RLM	&	Distal.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	RLM	(dorsal)	&	distal	
(ventral).	LLM	has	abrupt	retouch	(dorsal)	upper	&	semi	abrupt	(ventral)	lower.
3 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper Neo-BA – – – – 25.52
Proximal	end.	RLM	is	S-shaped	with	5mm	point	corner	RLM	&	break.	Concave	and	
convex	curves	have	abrupt	retouch.
4 • 3 0 •
Multi	tool				
Piercer	&	Notch




5 • 2 1 • Borer BA 41.00 44.00 16.00 0.93 31.37
Flint	with	3	distinct	points:	central	distal,	distal/LLM	&	RLM	corners.	All	with	
retouch	bilateral	on	LLM	point	+	use	damage.
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7 • 2 1 • End	Scraper BA – – – – 16.50
Scraper	along	distal	break	with	abrupt	retouch.	Invasive	retouch	on	ventral	along	
RLM	&	proimal	ends.
8 • 1 • Knife BA 32.00 32.00 9.00 1.00 12.92
Left	handed	tool.	Convex	cutting	edge	RLM	&	around	distal	end	with	bilateral	
retouch.	Backed	LLM.
9 • 2 1 • Piercer	(broken) BA – – – – 8.73 Broken	point	corner	distal/RLM.	Partial	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
10 • 2 1 • Undefined BA – – – – 11.55
Long	pointed	tool	with	abrupt	retouch	along	&	around	pointed	end.	Plough	damage	
at	opposite	end.
11 	 	 • BA 56.67 5	flake	removals	from	2	platforms.
12 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 2.03 	





















• 3 0 • Undefined
E/Neo-
Neo
26.00 40.00 6.00 0.65 5.92 Heavily	patinated	flake.		Retouch	along	distal	end.	LLM	broken.
1 • 3 0 • End	scraper Neo-BA 45.00 32.00 10.00 1.40 18.09 • Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Patinated.




48.00 38.00 13.00 1.26 18.95
Gravel	flint	slight	rolling	evidence.	Bilateral	invasive	retouch	LLM	-	abrupt	at	edge.	
RLM	is	pointed	at	corner	of	distal	with	retouch.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA – – – – 13.61
Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM.	Small	notch	distal	end	near	RLM,	second	notch	RLM.	
Corner	LLM	&	distal	broken	?piercer.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
50.00 23.00 7.00 2.17 9.61
Blade	type	flake.	Semi	&	Abrupt	retouch	along	lower	LLM,	Remainder	missing	-	
plough	damage.	Retouch	at	distal	end	partial	retouch	RLM.	Patinated.
5 • 3 0 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA






Neo-BA – – – – 28.89
Rectangular	flint	with	trapezoid	X-section	&	pitted	ends	where	it	has	been	
repeatedly	struck.	Partial	invasive	retouch	on	flat	side.	Cortex	along		one	side.
7 • 1 3 • Borer Neo-BA 51.00 51.00 2.00 1.00 42.27 Discoidal	flake.	Distal	end	part	cortical	part	retouch.	Borer	LLM.
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 5.46 	
9 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 9.74 	
10 	 	 Scraper BA – – – – 16.67 Twisted	natural	flake	with	retouch	on	one	side	forming	scraper.
11 • 3 0 • Undefined
Meso-
Neo
– – – – 1.39
Distal	end	of	snapped,	narrow	blade	flake.	Fine	retouch	along	all	edges.	Small	
notches	opposite	on	LLM	&	RLM.	
1 • 1 2 • Denticulate Neo-BA 47.00 36.00 11.00 1.30 18.26 •
Denticulate	edge	-	diagonal	distal-LLM	edge	with	4	notches	&	5	points.	Backed	RLM	
&	finger	notch	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Notch Neo-BA 32.00 26.00 8.00 1.23 9.37 Left	handed	tool.	Notch	centre	of	RLM.	Abrupt	bilateral	retouch	LLM.	Patinated.
3 • 2 •
Notch	/	concave	
scraper
BA – – – – 56.71 Wide	notch	upper	LLM,	concave	scraper	lower	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	lower	RLM.
4 	 Borer 	 Tool BA – – – – 42.44 Core	fragment	with	20mm	long,	broad	boring	point.		
5 	 	 • BA 29.76 	4	flake	removals.
177500 177475
9 475275 177450 177425






















































































































































































6 	 	 	 • Neo-BA 92.03 7	flake	removals	from	one	platform
7 	 	 Scraper BA 54.93 Semi	abrupt	retouch	at	one	end.
8 • 2 2 • Scraper BA – – – – 28.38
Distal	end.	Scraper	on	rounded	proximal	end	break.Retouch	on	RLM,	natural	notch	
on	LLM.
9 • 2 1 • Borer BA – – – – 17.92
Irregular	flint	with	20mm	point	at	corner	RLM/distal	end.	Retouch	Aound	point.	
Abrupt	retouch	proximal	&	other	edges.
10 • 2 1 • Borer Neo-BA 45.00 32.00 12.00 1.40 21.57 Borer	LLM	with	retouch.
11 • 2 1 • Scraper Neo-BA – – – – 17.17 • Plough	damaged	flake	fragment	with	abrupt	retouch.
12 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 55.00 39.00 18.00 1.41 36.89 Thick	flake.	Wide	notch	at	distal	end.	Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM.
13 • 2 	 • 	 – – – – 9.86 	
14 Fabricator 40.10
	 	 3 76.89 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint	-	1	possible	scraper





44.00 60.00 10.00 0.73 29.87
Primary	flake	with	convex	cutting	edge	+	bilateral	retouch,	from	RLM	around	
proximal	to	mid	LLM.	Upper	LLM/	distal	corner	-	18mm	tang	with	hafting	evidence.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
– – – – 46.95
Large	flake,	Scraper	RLM	-	simi	abrupt	invasive	retouch	to	dorsal	+	abrupt	retouch	
to	edge.	LLM	part	abrupt	retouch.
3 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 40.00 33.00 16.00 1.21 18.81 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	forming	scraper.	Part	retouch	RLM.
4 • 2 0 • Cutting	tool
L/Neo-
EBA
34.00 28.00 7.00 1.21 8.04 Retouch	along	RLM	froming	cutting	edge.	Retouch	+	Plough	damage	to	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 45.00 48.00 12.00 0.93 23.79 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	removing	cortex	edge.	
6 • 1 2 	 • 	 37.00 30.00 11.00 1.23 12.00 	
7 	 	 • BA – – – – 83.17 A	few	flake	removals	from	2	platforms.
	 	 9 135.73 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 1 • Borer
L/Neo-
EBA
42.00 42.00 22.00 1.00 31.39
Pointed	flake	with	retouch	at	distal	point.	Backed	RLM.	Retouch	along	LLM	on	
ventral	side.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined
L/Neo-
EBA
34.00 24.00 10.00 1.41 9.93 Retouch	on	RLM	+	invasive	on	ventral	side	
3 • 3 0 • Scraper
L/Neo-
EBA
– – – – 1.12 RLM	fragment	with	abrupt	retouch
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 38.00 42.00 9.00 0.94 13.23 	
5 • 3 0 	 • 	 24.00 20.00 6.00 1.20 2.81 	
6 	 	 Scraper BA – – – – 81.55 Natural	flint	-	Abrupt	retouch	on	one	edge.
7 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 22.89 Natural	flake	with	abrupt	retouch	on	concave	edge.	Heavily	patinated.
8 • 2 1 •
?Tool	-	retouched	
edges
1 Neo-BA 40.00 52.00 14.00 0.76 32.29 Heated	flint	with	retouch	on	distal	end
	 	 1 9.12 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Denticulate Neo-BA 30.00 30.00 8.00 1.00 10.00 Denticulate	edge	at	distal.retouch	RLM.




9 475275 177450 177425
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3 • 1 3 • End	scraper BA – – – – 4.32 Retouch	at	distal	end.
4 • 3 0 • Piercer Neo-BA – – – – 2.21 Distal	end,	point	distal/RLM	+	retouch.	Retouch	RLM,	LLM	&	distal.
5 • 1 3 • Borer BA 44.00 27.00 12.00 1.62 16.72 Broad	point	LLM/distal	+	retouch	along	distal.
6 • 3 0 • Neo-BA – – – – 0.75
7 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool
Meso-
Neo
14.00 12.00 4.00 1.16 0.84 Micro	flake,	cutting	edge	RLM	Retouch	distal.
8 • 2 1 •
End	&	side	
scraper
Neo-BA 26.00 20.00 6.00 1.30 4.13
Heavy	patination	ventral	and	dorsal.	Later	abrupt	retouch	LLM	&	Distal	through	
patination.
9 • 3 0 • Borer BA 30.00 22.00 8.00 1.36 5.12 Borer	LLM/distal	corner,	retouch	along	LLM
10 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 33.00 29.00 9.00 1.13 12.00 Abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	RLM.
11 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 7.45 Retouch	along	LLM.	Broken	distal	&	RLM
12 • 2 2 	 • 18.00 20.00 5.00 0.90 2.48





	 3 71.22 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper Neo 28.00 20.00 6.00 1.40 3.76 • Abrupt	retouch	distal	end,	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer
Neo-
EBA
29.00 24.00 8.00 1.20 6.43 •
Point	at	RLM/distal	corner.	Abrupt	retouch	distal	end	dorsal,	semi	abrupt	distal	&	
LLM	ventral	side
3 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 16.26 • Proximal	end.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM	possible	enticulate	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo – – – – 10.32 Plough	damage	to	distal	end,	probable	scraper,	abrupt	retouch	on	remaining	edges.
5 • 2 1 • Denticulate BA 36.00 37.00 6.00 0.97 11.86 Denticulate	edge	LLM.	Retouch	Distal	end.
6 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA 36.00 24.00 8.00 1.50 7.28 Abrupt	retouch	on	distal	end,	Retouch	along	RLM.
7 • 1 4 • – – – – 1.18
8 • 3 0 • Neo 14.00 17.00 6.00 0.82 1.62 Thinning	flake.
9 • 2 2 • BA – – – – 1.11
1 • 3 0 Denticulate
E/Neo-
Neo
38.00 38.00 8.00 1.00 15.22 • •
Heavily	patinated	flake.	Retouch	at	distal	end	&	along	RLM	with	4	points	&	retouch	
between.	Patination	creamy	yellow	all	over	flake.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer
Neo-
EBA
37.00 19.00 8.00 1.94 6.53
Pointer	flake,	retouch	LLM	&	LLM.	Dorsal	side	has	central	ridge,	flake	removals	
either	side.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 38.00 22.00 9.00 1.72 7.81 Retouch	part	RLM	&	LLM.	
4 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 31.00 17.00 11.00 1.82 5.09
Possible	rejuvination	flake,	wedge	shape,	abrupt	retouch	over	steep	RLM	to	dorsal	
ridge.	Partial	retouch	LLM.Dorsal	pointed,	could	be	pierced.
5 3 0 • Concave	scraper BA – – – – 28.63 Deep	concave	scraper	with	retouch.






8 • 1 3 	 • 	 – – – – 2.39 	
9 • 1 3 	 • 	 22.00 28.00 9.00 0.78 6.59 	
10 • 1 3 	 • 	 47.00 22.00 10.00 2.13 10.95 	
	 4 52.56 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool Neo 28.00 29.00 5.00 0.96 3.79 • Heavy	patination,	retouch	distal	end	&	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo – – – – 7.83 • Heavy	patination	medial	section	of	blade	flake.	Retouch	along	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer Neo 48.00 36.00 12.00 1.33 22.03 •
Heavy	patination	over	part.	Point	at	proximal	end,	retouch	on	all	edges.	Concave	
RLM,	possible	scraper.
4 • 3 0 • End	scraper Neo 63.00 27.00 12.00 2.30 20.47 • Irregular	flake,	heavy	patination.	Retouch	at	distal	end	forming	scraper.
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6 • 1 3 • Undefined Neo-BA 54.00 30.00 18.00 1.80 25.25 Dark	finegrained	flint.Retouch	around	all	edges,	abrupt	at	distal	end.
7 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA 50.00 38.00 10.00 1.31 21.00 Retouch	along	RLM.
8 • 2 2 • Undefined BA – – – – 31.97 Broken	across	distal	end	to	LLM.	Retouch	on	remaining	LLM.
9 • 2 1 	 • BA 33.00 58.00 17.00 0.56 25.06
10 • 1 3 	 • BA 38.00 48.00 13.00 0.79 30.89
11 	 Scraper BA – – – – 31.75 Abrupt	retouch	on	one	thick	edge	forming	scraper.
12 	 Borer 	 – – – – 38.60 Broad	point	with	retouch	on	one	edge.
13 	 Chopper 	 – – – – 150.77 Wedge	shape	flint.	Flake	removals	on	all	sides.
14 	 Spokeshave – – – – 49.11 Y-shape	flint	with	concave	scraping	edge.
15 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 32.00 32.00 9.00 1.00 7.73 Irregular	flint	hooked	point	at	distal	+	notch.	Retouch	part	RLM	&	distal.
16 • 3 0 	 • Neo – – – – 3.55 Heavy	patination,	prepared	platform.
17 • 3 0 • – – – – 4.61
18 • 3 0 • – – – – 9.31
19 • 3 0 • – – – – 8.11
20 • 3 0 Piercer Neo-BA 31.00 34.00 8.00 0.91 10.00 Points	on	RLM	&	LLM,	retouch	at	distal	&	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool
Neo-
EBA
35.00 23.00 4.00 1.52 4.88 • Simple	knife,	cutting	edge	LLM.	Dorsal	side	has	2	parallel	ridges	with	3	flake	scars.
2 • 3 0 • Backed	knife
Neo-
EBA
45.00 30.00 4.00 1.50 9.30 • •
Very	flat	flake,	fine	grained	dark	flint.Cutting	edge,	with	use	wear,	distal	around	
LLM.	Backed	lower	LLM	&	RLM	by	abrupt	retouch	on	edge.	3	flake	scars	on	dorsal.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 66.00 48.00 13.00 1.37 44.14 Large	flake,	retouch	RLM	and	at	distal,	possible	cutting	tool.
4 • 3 0 • End	scraper Neo-BA 32.00 38.00 7.00 0.84 11.11 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.
5 • 2 2 • Denticulate BA 37.00 35.00 15.00 1.05 16.54 Damaged	denticulate	edge	at	distal,	4	points	remaining.
6 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 3.87 Proximal	end,	retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM.
7 • 2 1 • End	scraper
Neo-
EBA
34.00 17.00 4.00 2.00 3.28 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end,	retouch	along	LLM.
8 • 1 2 • Side	scraper Neo-BA 35.00 37.00 15.00 0.94 21.12 Disc	shaped	flake,	abrupt	retouch	LLM	aroud	distal	end.
9 • 2 1 	 • Neo-BA – – – – 17.70
10 	 Scraper BA – – – – 43.00 Abrupt	retouch	on	thick	edge	forming	scraper.
11 • 2 2 •
End	&	side	
scraper
BA 70.00 47.00 24.00 1.48 89.19 Large	flake,	retouch	around	distal	end	&	RLM.
12 	 Scraper BA – – – – 19.31 Abrupt	retouch	on	short	edge.
13 • 2 1 	 • BA 50.00 31.00 15.00 1.61 33.97
14 • 2 1 Concave	scraper BA 34.00 40.00 7.00 0.85 14.35 Abrupt	retouch	RLM	near	proximal	end	on	concave	edge.
15 	 Borer BA – – – – 22.00 Broken	point	on	edge.
16 • 2 1 • Piercer	(broken) BA – – – – 4.88 Broken	point	at	corner	distal/RLM	Retouch	on	distal	&	RLM.
17 • 1 3 • Neo-BA 28.00 20.00 4.00 1.40 4.06 Small	primary	flake,	bluey-grey	patination	on	ventral.
18 • 2 1 • Denticulate Neo-BA – – – – 9.12 Denticulate	at	distal,	plough	damaged,	3	point	remaining.	Retouch	RLM.
19 • 3 0 • BA 29.00 25.00 8.00 1.16 5.67
20 • 2 1 • Neo-BA 33.00 19.00 7.00 1.73 3.88
21 • 2 1 • Neo-BA 32.00 20.00 5.00 1.60 4.08 Possible	axe	thinning	flake.
22 • 2 1 • BA – – – – 2.24
23 • 2 1 • Neo-BA 35.00 30.00 4.00 1.16 7.29
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177525 177500 1 • 2 1 • Neo-BA 33.00 37.00 11.00 0.89 12.72
2 • 2 1 • Undefined
Neo-
EBA
37.00 22.00 6.00 1.68 5.23 Retouch	on	distal	end	and	along	LLM.	Dark	fine	grained	flint.
3 • 2 2 • Denticulate Neo-BA 40.00 19.00 8.00 2.10 6.39 Denticulate	along	RLM,	7	points.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool
Neo-
EBA
35.00 25.00 10.00 1.40 10.47 • Levaloir	type	flake	+	invasive	flake	scars	over	Dorsal	all	around	cutting	edge	LLM.
5 • 1 2 • Borer Neo-BA – – – – 9.52 Retouch	around	point.
6 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 60.00 31.00 10.00 1.93 20.31 Scraper	on	RLM.
7 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 33.00 Broken	flake	at	distal	end,	retouch	leading	up	to	break.	Heavy	patination.
8 • 1 3 • BA – – – – 4.31
9 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 33.00 18.00 6.00 1.83 4.30 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end.
10 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 44.00 41.00 20.00 1.07 41.82
Thick	flake	invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	side	forming	cutting	edge	at	distal	end.	
Retouch	on	ventral	side	at	distal	end.
11 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 38.00 21.00 11.00 1.80 7.71 Retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM.
12 • 3 0 • Side	scraper Neo 53.00 33.00 8.00 1.60 17.93 • Leaf	shaped	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Partial	retouch	and	damage	RLM.
13 • 2 1 • Neo-BA – – – – 10.85 Dark	fine	grained	flint.
14 • 3 2 • Cutting	tool BA 21.00 35.00 9.00 0.60 7.73 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	at	distal	end.
15 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 5.43 Retouch	along	distal,		RLM	&	LLM.
16 • 2 1 • BA – – – – 4.78
17 • 2 1 • BA – – – – 3.87
18 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA – – – – 2.16 Retouch	along	LLM	ventral	side.	Retouch	at	distal.
19 • 3 0 • – – – – 1.26
20 • 3 0 • Borer Neo-BA – – – – 1.36 Broken	flake	with	borer	point,	fine	retouch	leading	to	point.
21 • 2 1 • Borer Neo 60.00 62.00 10.00 0.96 62.03 •
Possible	axe	thining	flake	as	dorsal	has	invasive	retouch	with	patination.	Later	
retouch	around	edges.	Broad	point	at	proximal.
22 	 • Neo-BA – – – – 45.04 3	platforms	6	flake	scars.
23 	 Scraper – – – – 26.51
24 	 Cutting	tool – – – – 27.19
	 2 9.30
1 • 1 3 • End	scraper Neo-BA 35.00 22.00 8.00 1.59 8.84 Primary	flake	with	abrupt	retouch	at	distal	forming	scraper.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer Neo-BA – – – – 5.33 Proximal	end,	piercer	on	broken	edgeand	RLM.
3 • 2 1 	 • Neo-BA 23.00 16.00 3.00 1.43 2.60
4 • 2 1 	 • Neo-BA 50.00 25.00 13.00 2.00 15.80
5 • 2 1 • Notch
Neo	&	
BA
45.00 38.00 6.00 0.13 13.42 Patinated	Neo	flake	with	later	BA	retouched	notch.
6 	 • Neo-BA 86.33 Worked	out	core	
7 • 2 1 • Side	scraper Neo-BA 57.00 36.00 14.00 1.58 39.74 Thick	flake,	abrupt	retouch	LLM	at	distal	end.
8 • 2 2 • End	scraper BA 37.00 27.00 14.00 1.37 17.68 Thick	flake,	abrupt	retouch	RLM	at	distal	end.
9 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA 38.00 42.00 10.00 0.90 20.23 Cutting	edge	distal	around	part	LLM.	Backed	part	RLM.
10 • 3 0 • BA – – – – 10.26
11 • 3 0 • Piercer	(broken) BA – – – – 5.88 Broken	point	at	distal,	retouch	LLM.





























































































































































































1 • 2 2 • Multi	tool BA 48.00 63.00 25.00 0.76 93.50 Large	primary	flake,	concave	scraper	RLM,	possible	choppong	edge	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 33.00 37.00 7.00 0.89 14.67 Retouch	at	distal,	also	plough	damage.
3 • 1 2 	 • – – – – 29.21
4 • 1 1 • Awl BA 32.00 37.00 18.00 0.86 14.91 Small	point	on	distal	end,	notch	either	side.
5 • 1 1 	 • 	 – – – – 2.58
	 1 25.28 	 Heat	damage	to	flint.	Possible	scraper.
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool Palaeo 50.00 107.00 23.00 0.46 108.49
Very	large	heavily	patinated	+	iron	stained	flake,	small	area	original	brown	flint	
colour.	Distal	edge	has	sharpening	retouch	probable	butchery	cutting	tool.
2 • 1 3 • Side	scraper Neo-BA 31.00 29.00 9.00 1.06 10.37 Abrupt	retouch	on	RLM	at	distal	end.
	 2 55.82 	
1 Concave	scraper • Neo-BA 31.50 Single	platform	dark	fine	grained	core,	concave	scraper	made	on	one	edge.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 23.00 28.00 8.00 0.82 6.78 LLM	has	retouch.
3 • 3 0 	 • Neo-BA 24.00 31.00 5.00 0.77 5.11
4 • 1 3 	 • 	 35.00 20.00 7.00 1.75 5.13
	 1 19.04 	
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper Neo-BA 38.00 38.00 12.00 1.00 22.45 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal.
2 	 Borer BA – – – – 55.60 Irregular	flint	with	large	point,	retouch	around	-	heavy	duty	borer.
3 	 Borer BA 42.96 Rod	shaped	flint	with	retouched	point	-	heavy	duty	borer.
	 4 74.81 	 Burnt	flint	previously	worked	1	almost	white	possible	thumbnail	scraper.







2 • 1 3 • Piercer Neo-BA 44.00 30.00 11.00 1.46 16.39 Long	point	at	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer Neo-BA 34.00 29.00 15.00 1.17 19.33 Small	point	at	distal	end.
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 38.00 30.00 9.00 1.26 10.04 Retouch/usewear	on	RLM	&	LLM	cutting	edges
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 32.00 Proximal	end	of	large	flake,	retouch	on	concave	lower	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool Neo 61.00 30.00 10.00 2.03 18.13 RLM	cutting	edge	with	use	wear	&	retouch.
4 • 2 1 • End	scraper Neo 34.00 36.00 10.00 0.94 16.16 Disc	scraper,	plough	damage	to	RLM.	
5 Cutting	tool – – – – 41.00
Fan	shaped	flint,	wide	end	is	cutting	tool.	Narrow	end	has	retouch,	could	have	been	
hafted.
6 • 3 0 • Neo-BA 28.00 18.00 6.00 1.50 3.29
7 • 3 0 • – – – – 1.91
8 • 2 1 • – – – – 7.88
9 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 43.00 30.00 17.00 1.43 18.78 Retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM.
10 • 2 2 Burnt	End	Scraper 1 22.26 Neo 32.00 40.00 13.00 0.80 Burnt	flint,	was	large	thumbnail	scraper.
1 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 7.33 LLM	at	distal	snapped.	Retouch	part	RLM/distal	corner.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 8.16 Retouch	RLM	and	LLM.
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4 • 3 0 • Neo-BA – – – – 1.54
5 • 2 1 • Piercer Neo-BA 37.00 31.00 7.00 1.19 11.00 Small	point	on	RLM
6 • BA 41.55 Bi-Polar	core
7 • BA 33.10 Worked	out	core
8 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 37.00 36.00 10.00 1.02 16.67
9 • 3 0 • BA – – – – 12.28
10 • 3 0 • LN/EBA – – – – 3.51
11 • 3 0 • Piercer	(broken) E-Neo 22.00 22.00 6.00 1.00 5.20 • •
Small	disc	flake,	abrupt	retouch	around	LLM	and	distal	with	broken	point	on	RLM	
made	with	notch	either	side.
12 • 3 0 • End	scraper E-Neo 40.00 32.00 8.00 1.25 14.51 • Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Plough	damage	to	distal/LLM.
13 • 2 1 • Knife E-Neo 42.00 37.00 13.00 1.13 19.35 Curved	cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed	paart	Distal.
14 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge E-Neo 47.00 23.00 10.00 2.04 11.65 • Cutting	tool	with	serrated	edge	along	LLM.
15 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo – – – – 4.47 Finely	worked	piercer	at	both	ends.	Abrupt	retouch	length	LLM.	Fine	grained	flint.
16 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 30.00 18.00 6.00 1.66 4.88 Cutting	edge	RLM,	retouch/edge	wear
17 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 27.00 25.00 6.00 1.08 2.71 Small	point	at	proximal	end	removing	platform.	Invasive	retouch	ventral	&	dorsal.
18 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 5.08 Retouch	RLM	&	LLM	possible	broken	point	mid	LLM.
19 • 1 3 • 30.00 22.00 7.00 1.36 5.45
20 • 2 1 • End	scraper E-Neo 33.00 23.00 6.00 1.43 7.14 • Part	patinated	flake.Abrupt	retouch	distal	end	&	pard	LRM.	Also	small	point	LLM
21 • 2 1 • Piercer E-Neo 33.00 30.00 11.00 1.10 10.25 • Piercer	with	3mm	point	at	distal	end.	2	more	broken	points	RLM	+	retouch.
23 • 2 3 • Undefined BA 44.00 34.00 24.00 1.29 35.77 Probably	a	core	preparation	flake	removal	of	knobbly	bit.
1 • 3 0 • Borer E-Neo 24.00 29.00 6.00 0.82 5.95 •
Heavily	patinated	flake,	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.	Points	Distal	ends	LLM	&	RLM.	
Retouch	along	RLM	&	around	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Meso 24.00 13.00 3.00 1.84 1.50 Small	flake	retouch	along	LLM	&	part	distal.	Cutting	edge	RLM.	
3 • 2 1 • Piercer E-Neo 27.00 25.00 6.00 1.08 4.04 3mm	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch	around.	Backed	LLM.
4 • 1 2 • Cutting	tool BA 32.00 38.00 13.00 0.84 16.86 Bilateral	retouch	RLM	forming	cutting	edge.
5 • 3 0 • Neo 21.00 30.00 5.00 0.70 3.28
6 • 2 1 • Piercer E-Neo – – – – 10.57 3mm	point	centre	distal	+	retouch.	Plough	damage	at	proximal	end.
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 23.00 23.00 5.00 1.00 4.25 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	&	RLM.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
8 • 3 2 • Undefined LN/EBA – – – – 19.77 Plough	damage	to	distal	&	RLM.	Part	retouch	on	LLM	below	break.
9 • 3 0 • LN/EBA – – – – 10.45
10 • 1 2 • Undefined Neo-BA 45.00 38.00 36.00 1.18 86.81 Large	lump,	probably	core	preparation.	Has	invasive	retouch	on	ventral.	?fabricator
	 1 33.13 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 27.00 27.00 1.00 4.00 2.72 Retouch	at	distal	&	LLM.	Cutting	edge	RLM.	Patinated
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 39.00 22.00 14.00 1.77 13.18 Redouch	on	RLM,	serrated	edge	cutting	tool.
3 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 47.00 38.00 13.00 1.23 20.72 Wide	notch	at	distal,	piercer	on	LLM.	Retouch	along	LLM,	RLM	&	distal.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined Palaeo 60.00 49.00 15.00 1.22 68.68 Heavily	patinated	flake	with	retouch.
5 • 2 2 • Piercer BA – – – – 22.45 2	points,	one	broken,	both	extensive	retouch	around.
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7 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 35.00 35.00 10.00 1.00 11.58 Cutting	edge	LLM.
8 • 3 0 • Side	scraper E-Neo – – – – 8.53 Proximal	end	of	blade	flake.	Retouch	along	LLM	suggests	scraper.	
9 • 2 1 • Neo-BA – – – – 8.16
10 • 2 1 • Neo-BA 28.00 28.00 8.00 1.00 3.64
11 • 3 0 • Neo-BA 16.00 38.00 8.00 0.42 7.11
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 50.00 37.00 6.00 1.35 13.90 • Heavily	patinated	flake.	Cutting	edge	on	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 29.00 18.00 6.00 1.61 3.51 Small	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch.	Flake	has	natural	hole	throuch	centre.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined E-Neo – – – – 5.96 Retouch	on	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Borer E-Neo – – – – 16.47 Abrupt	retouch	along	edge,	point	at	opposite	corner.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 7.60 Retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM.
6 • 3 0 	 • Neo-BA – – – – 13.09
7 • 3 0 	 • Neo-BA – – – – 17.10
8 	 Borer BA 64.32 Pointed	flint	with	retouch	at	point	and	on	one	egde.
9 • 1 3 • Multi	tool BA 35.59 Pointed	flint,	point	at	distal	notch	near	proximal.
	 2 27.46 	
1 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 22.00 21.00 7.00 1.04 2.81 Broken	point	on	RLM	at	distal	corner
2 • 3 0 • Concave	scraper Palaeo 42.00 52.00 12.00 0.80 30.33 Old	rolled	flake	of	pebble	flint.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 26.00 18.00 6.00 1.44 3.13 Plough	damaged	flint,	retouch	at	RLM	&	Distal.
4 • 3 0 • – – – – 11.46
5 • 1 3 • Side	scraper BA 48.00 70.00 18.00 0.68 69.00 Retouch	on	LLM.
6 • 2 2 • – – – – 31.46
7 • 2 1 • Side	scraper Neo-BA 57.00 57.00 20.00 1.00 62.67 Primary	flake	retouch	on	LLM	&	RLM,	plough	damage	at	distal.
8 • 2 1 •
Side	&	End	
Scraper
E-Neo 47.00 42.00 15.00 1.11 39.33 • •
Disc	shaped	scraper	abrupt	&	invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	at	distal	&	RLM.	Abrupt	
retouch	LLM.
	 1 17.00 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 48.00 72.00 16.00 0.66 52.38 Expedient	tool.	Retouch	at	distal,	cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 2 2 	 • Neo-BA 54.00 35.00 9.00 1.54 15.26 	
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 4.00 	
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – - – 2.74 	
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 – – – – 11.42 	
6 • 2 1 	 • 	 37.00 27.00 8.00 1.37 9.06 	
7 • 2 2 • Piercer Neo-BA 70.00 39.00 13.00 1.79 38.35 • 19mm	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch	from	notch	on	RLM.	Second	point	mid	RLM.
8 	 Borer BA 116 30.00 22.00 • 116mm	long	flint	with	triangular	cross	section.	Pointed	end	has	retouch.
	 1 57.60 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 25.00 21.00 6.00 1.19 3.13 Point	at	distal.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA – – – – 10.85
3 	 • 	 54.18 Small	hammerstone.
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 – – – – 2.50
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6 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge E-Neo – – – – 2.26 Flake	fragment	with	serrated	edge.
	 3 46.20 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 1 3 • Awl E-Neo 32.00 25.00 7.00 1.28 7.51 Small	point	on	primary	flake	with	retouch	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 51.00 43.00 7.00 1.18 21.32 7mm	point	made	at	proximal/LLM	cornerwith	retouch	along	LLM.
3 • 3 0 	 • Neo-BA – – – – 6.58 	
4 • 2 1 	 • Neo-BA 21.00 18.00 5.00 1.16 1.81 	
5 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 40.00 54.00 17.00 0.74 38.52 Irregular	thick	flake,	cutting	edge	curved	distal.	Retouch	LLM	and	platform	edge.
6 • 1 3 	 • 60.00 32.00 18.00 1.87 37.96 	
7 	 • BA 60.73
Small	nodule	with	flakes	removed	around	all	edges.	Cortex	top	and	bottom.	
Invasive	retouch	on	Larger	face	possible	tool.
8 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 32.00 28.00 9.00 1.14 9.95 Cutting	edge	LLM	minor	retouch.
10 • 3 0 • Neo-BA 31.00 26.00 6.00 1.19 4.90 	
11 	 Borer BA 87.30 Large	pointed	natural	flint	retouch	at	point	and	on	sides	for	handling.
2 24.12 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • End	scraper E-Neo – – – – 9.07 Plough	damaged	flint,	retouch	at	Distal.
2 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 20.00 18.00 4.00 1.11 2.56 Small	end	scraper.
3 • 1 2 • Nose	scraper LN/EBA 32.00 18.00 10.00 1.77 6.29 Small	protrusion	at	distal	end	with	retouch	forming	nose	scraper.	Retouch	along	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper LN/EBA 28.00 20.00 7.00 1.40 6.32 Invasive	retouch	at	distal	making	small	concave	scraper.	Retouch	part	RLM	&	LLM.
5 • 1 2 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 25.00 24.00 9.00 1.04 10.28 Abrupt	retouch	around	LLM	to	distal	forming	scraper.
6 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 45.00 43.00 10.00 1.04 28.41 Cutting	edge	LLM	with	retouch.
7 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 41.00 32.00 15.00 1.28 24.77 ?Cutting	edge	RLM.	Possible	axe	thining	flake.
8 • 3 0 • Denticulate LN/EBA – – – – 3.08 Broken	part	of	flake	with	notched	denticulate	edge.
9 	 Cutting	tool 	 26.00 Potlid	with	edge	sharpening	retouch,	invasive	on	dorsal	in	places.
10 • 2 1 	 • Neo-BA 50.00 38.00 32.00 1.31 62.21 Extensive	plough	damage	on	dorsal.	Ventral	intact	and	has	patination	on	surface.
11 • 2 2 	 • Neo-BA 35.00 40.00 10.00 0.87 21.83
12 	 • 	 43.06 Part	of	core,	plough	damaged.	5	flake	scars.
13 	 • BA 87.52 3-4	flake	scars.
14 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 45.00 48.00 6.00 0.93 14.80 Thinning	flake	used	as	awl,	small	points	along	RLM.	Backed	part	distal.
	 1 15.34 	
1 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 20.00 18.00 5.00 1.11 2.39 Point	corner	of	distal	&	RLM	Retouch	along	RLM	&	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 25.00 28.00 10.00 0.89 8.37
Abrupt	retouch	along	distal	=	scraper.	Small	point	made	RLM	at	distal	retouch	
dorsal	&	ventral	=	awl.
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo – – – – 10.21 Fine	retouch	along	LLM	=	cutting	edge.	Abrupt	retouch	part	distal.
4 	 • 68.36 Many	faceted	core.
1 • 3 0 	 • E-Neo – – – – 15.21
2 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 4.61 Part	of	flake	with	retouch	at	distal	end.
3 • 1 3 	 • Neo-BA 28.00 17.00 6.00 1.64 2.80


































































































































































































1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA – – – – 10.38
Break	at	distal,	possibly	in	prehistory	as	abrupt	retoucher	on	remaining	distal	
suggests	scraper.	Point	made	RLM	with	retouch	around.
2 • 3 0 • Notch E-Neo 31.00 22.00 6.00 1.40 5.31 Small	notch	LLM	+	retouch
3 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 30.00 26.00 8.00 1.15 8.74 Notch	+retouch	RLM
4 • 2 1 • Borer BA 52.00 47.00 18.00 1.10 59.90 Broad	pont	lower	RLM	at	proximal	with	retouch	around.
5 • 3 0 • Side	scraper BA – – – – 8.76 Distal	end	with	invasive	retouch	on	LLM.
	 1 7.82 	
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo – – – – 2.28 Tip	of	cutting	tool,	blade	flake.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge E-Neo 40.00 38.00 16.00 1.05 28.00 Cutting	edge	RLM	some	use	wear	damage.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer Neo 28.00 18.00 6.00 1.55 3.50 Pointed	flake	retouch	around	point	&	down	LLM.	Patinated	on	dorsal	side.
4 • 2 1 • Multi	tool Neo-BA 29.00 29.00 7.00 1.00 6.36 Double	points	both	5mm	with	notch	between	possible	3rd	broken	point	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Side	scraper E-Neo – – – – 47.59
Possible	re-use	of	large	broken	scraper,	Abrupt	retouch	around	edges	and	along	
break.
6 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA 45.00 53.00 12.00 0.84 42.65 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.
7 • 3 0 • BA – – – – 6.29
8 • 2 1 • BA – – – – 4.20
1 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge Palaeo 31.00 47.00 10.00 0.65 16.87 Heavily	patinated	flake	with	serrated	edge	on	LLM.
2 • 1 3 • 	 37.00 20.00 12.00 1.85 11.23
3 • 2 1 •
Side	&	End	
Scraper
LN/EBA – – – – 15.18 Plough	damaged	flake,	retouch	along	LLm	and	proximal	end.
4 • 2 1 • Side	scraper Neo-BA 54.00 50.00 16.00 1.08 49.83 Abrupt	retoucuh	along	LLM.	Retouch	along	RLM	possible	cutting	edge.
5 Scraper 114.93 Retouch	on	one	edge.
1 • 2 3 • Borer BA – – – – 9.90 Point	with	notch	either	side.
2 • 1 3 Multi	tool BA 32.00 42.00 16.00 0.76 28.51 Abrupt	retouch	on	LLM	and	at	distal	end.	Point	on	distal,	shallow	notch	either	side.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined 	 – – – – 10.75 Retouch	on	2	edges.
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Meso 18.00 16.00 3.00 1.06 1.11 • Small	flake	with	retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool Meso 19.00 13.00 4.00 1.46 1.52 • Small	flake	with	retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM.
3 • 2 2 • Piercer Meso 27.00 22.00 4.00 1.22 2.89 • Pointed	distal	end	with	retouch,	point	damaged.
4 • 3 0 • Neo-BA 25.00 28.00 6.00 0.89 4.16
5 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 24.00 40.00 5.00 0.60 6.48 Broken	piercer	10mm	remaining	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
6 • 3 0 • Borer Neo-BA 34.00 42.00 12.00 0.80 22.39 Point	corner	distal	&	LLM.	Retouch	distal	&	LLM.
7 • 3 0 • Undefined E-Neo – – – – 23.36 Distal	end	of	pointed	flake	with	retouch	around	&	along	part	RLM	&	LLM.
8 • 2 1 • BA – – – – 53.31
9 • 2 1 • Piercer BA – – – – 6.49 Pointed	distal	end	of	flake.	
10 • 2 2 • Notch LN/EBA 34.00 30.00 7.00 1.13 7.97 Concave	scraper/notch	at	distal	end	with	points	either	side.
11 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 37.00 30.00 10.00 1.23 14.45 Retouch	along	LLM.	
12 • 1 3 • Borer E-Neo 31.00 37.00 10.00 0.83 13.45 Pointed	distal	with	retouch.
13 • 3 0 • LN/EBA – – – – 5.37
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15 • 2 1 • E-Neo – – – – 3.80 Thining	flake.
16 • 2 2 • Piercer Neo-BA 28.00 28.00 7.00 1.00 6.46 Point	at	distal	end.	Retouch	RLM.
17 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 24.00 	
	 5 126.17 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 29.00 32.00 7.00 0.90 7.92 Retouch	distal	end.
2 • 1 3 • Piercer Neo-BA – – – – 3.48 Point	distal/RLM
3 • 1 3 	 • LN/EBA 2.59
4 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA – – – – 12.33
5 • 2 1 • LN/EBA – – – – 4.82
6 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 30.00 24.00 3.00 1.25 3.89 Cutting	edge	LLM	retouch	RLM.
7 • 2 1 • E-Neo – – – – 1.76
8 • 1 3 •
Side	&	End	
Scraper
BA 49.00 34.00 15.00 1.44 20.92 Irregular	flint,	retouch	along	LLM.
9 • 3 0 • Piercer Neo-BA 22.00 21.00 6.00 1.04 2.75 Point	RLM	at	distal,	retouch	on	ventral	around	piercer
10 • 2 1 • BA – – – – 3.34
11 • 3 0 • Neo-BA 18.00 23.00 5.00 0.78 2.85
12 • 3 0 • Neo-BA – – – – 2.35
13 • 3 0 • End	scraper Neo-BA – – – – 2.39
14 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 29.00 17.00 12.00 1.70 3.39 Retouch	on	LLM	&	RLM
15 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 21.70 Irregular	flint	with	retouch.
16 • 3 0 • Neo-BA 20.00 18.00 4.00 1.11 1.90
17 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA 43.00 34.00 16.00 1.26 23.69
18 	 Chopper BA – – – – 36.40 Small	lump	with	retouch	froming	sharp	edge	
19 	 • BA 2	flake	scars
	 5 68.09 	
1 • 3 0 • Notch Meso 28.00 16.00 3.00 1.75 1.23 Small	flake	with	notch	on	RLM.	Dark	fine	grained	flint.
2 • 3 0 • Concave	scraper Palaeo 62.00 73.00 15.00 0.84 58.45 Large	very	heavily	patinated	flake,	creamy	yellow	&	orange.	Concave	scraper	LLM.
3 • 2 2 • Piercer LN/EBA – – – – 5.16 Point	at	distal,	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
4 • 3 0 • Multi	tool E-Neo 33.00 29.00 7.00 1.13 11.11 Cutting	edge	LLM.	Notch	lower	RLM.
5 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 68.00 40.00 26.00 1.70 71.81 Wedge	shaped	flint	cutting	edge	LLM.
	 1 9.84 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA – – – – 8.43 Plough	damaged	flake.	Remaining	distal	has	abrupt	retouch	=	scraper.
	 2 80.09 	
1 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 52.00 36.00 8.00 1.44 17.66 End	scraper	and	2	notches	on	LLM.
2 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 32.00 29.00 9.00 1.10 8.95 Retouch	RLM,	cutting	edge	LLM	with	edge	damage.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 33.00 21.00 10.00 1.57 7.31 Pointed	flake	retouch	at	point
4 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 30.00 36.00 10.00 0.83 17.14 Abrupt	retouch	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Multi	tool BA 46.00 70.00 16.00 – 59.00 Retouch	LLM	poss	scraper.	Notches	either	side	broken	point,	borer.
6 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 48.00 36.00 9.00 1.33 14.42 Part	heavily	patinated	flake.	Retouch	lower	LLM	around	point.
7 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 39.00 26.00 6.00 1.50 5.13 Broken	point	at	distal	end.	Retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
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1 • 1 3 • Concave	scraper BA 34.00 29.00 7.00 1.17 11.63 Small	concave	scrapers	on	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • End	scraper E-Neo 44.00 44.00 10.00 1.00 28.28 Abrupt	retouch	on	thick	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Notch BA 52.00 45.00 15.00 1.15 32.47 Wide	Notch	or	small	concave	scraper	RLM.
4 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA – – – – 4.71
5 	 • 	 22.30 Flake	core	with	3	flake	scars.
4 475375 177550 177575 1 • 1 2 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 33.00 30.00 7.00 1.10 9.61 Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal	suggests	thinning	flake.	Retouch	along	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 45.00 25.00 14.00 1.80 14.39 Pointed	flake,	invasive	retouch	on	ventral	at	distal	end	point.	Backed	at	proximal.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined – – – – – 17.54 Plough	damaged	flake	fragment,	retouch	along	LLm	edge.
4 • 2 1 • Notch BA 31.00 49.00 17.00 0.63 24.56 Notch	+	retouch	at	distal.	Backed	at	proximal.
5 	 Scraper – – – – – 75.07 Potlid	with	semi	abrupt	retouch	around	edge.
6 • 2 1 	 • Neo-BA 35.00 32.00 8.00 1.09 8.64
7 	 • 	 67.24 Plough	damaged	core	3	flake	scars	on	good	side.
8 • 2 1 • 	 36.66
9 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool Palaeo 41.00 21.00 7.00 1.95 8.35 Heavily	patinated	and	iron	stained	pointed	flake,	retouch	along	RLM	&	at	distal
	 2 65.13 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Undefined Palaeo – – – – 3.88 Distal	end	of	flake.	VERY	heavy	patination	over	whole	flake	(white)	been	in	chalk.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer Neo-BA 42.00 42.00 12.00 1.00 21.38 • 12mm	point	at	distal/LLM	corner	abrupt	retouch	down	curved	LLM.
3 • 2 1 •
Side	&	End	
Scraper
E-Neo 59.00 50.00 10.00 1.18 50.43 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	and	concave	scraper	on	LLM.
4 	 Borer BA 53.48 Pointed	flint	with	retouch	around	point
5 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 28.47 	
6 	 • 	 Hammerstone	fragment
7 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 8.41 	
8 • 3 0 	 • 	 2.14 	
9 	 • 	 Small	black	flint	hammerstone
	 1 25.35 	
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 52.00 32.00 12.00 1.62 24.36 Part	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 30.00 42.00 6.00 0.71 9.05 Retouch	part	distal	and	LLM.	Point	at	distal/LLM	probable	piercer.
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 46.00 29.00 8.00 1.58 16.20 Heavily	patinated	flake,	rettouch/use	wear	LLM	&	RLM.
4 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 33.00 35.00 6.00 0.94 11.64 Gravel	flint.	Triangular	shape	3	straight	sides	retouch	RLM.
5 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 31.00 23.00 4.00 1.34 5.90 Points	centre	LLM,	lower	RLM.	Patinated.
6 • 2 1 • Undefined E-Neo 39.00 30.00 10.00 1.30 21.35 Retouch	all	edges.
7 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo – – – – 4.09 10mm	point	at	distal/LLM	corner	with	retouch.
8 • 2 1 	 • Neo-BA 43.00 25.00 10.00 1.72 9.57
9 • 2 2 	 • Neo-BA 12.26







2 	 • E-Neo 50.83 • 7	flake	scars	from	3	platforms.	Fine	graned	mottled	light	&	dark	grey	raw	material.
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4 • 3 0 • End	scraper E-Neo 23.00 25.00 6.00 0.92 3.84 Retouch	distal	end	and	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 40.00 38.00 15.00 1.05 20.08 Irregular	flake	with	points	at	distal	&LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	on	all	edges.
6 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 35.00 38.00 10.00 0.92 19.86 Abrupt	retouch	on	thick	distal	end.
7 	 Piercer Neo-BA 7.25 Elongated,	Pointed	flint.
8 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 40.00 30.00 10.00 1.33 11.40 Cuttung	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM	&	Distal.
9 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo – – – – 5.21 Cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	LLM.
10 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 64.00 28.00 14.00 2.28 27.00 Wedge	shaped	flint	cutting	edge	LLM.
	 2 43.70 	
1 • 3 0 • Undefined Neo-BA 43.00 35.00 9.00 1.22 24.23 Retouch	on	part	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge E-Neo 40.00 28.00 9.00 1.42 16.05 RLM	serrated	edge.	Backed	at	distal	end.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 30.00 19.00 5.00 1.57 3.43 Pointed	flake	with	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • E-Neo 3.31
5 • 3 0 • Undefined E-Neo 34.00 40.00 14.00 0.85 14.55 Irregular	flint,	retouch	on	all	edges.
	 4 77.64 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 28.00 24.00 12.00 1.16 9.00 RLM	cutting	edge.
	 2 96.57 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint,	one	large	scraper.
1 • 2 1 • Notch E-Neo 38.00 30.00 9.00 1.26 11.96 RLM	serrated	edge.	Large	notch	LLM
2 • 2 2 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 37.00 48.00 13.00 0.77 29.05 4mm	blunt	point	RLM.	Retouch	distal	end.	Notches	around	proximal	end.
3 • 2 2 • Nose	scraper E-Neo – – – – 12.64 7mm	blunt	point	on	broken	edge.	
	 2 65.18 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 3 0 • Knife E-Neo 49.00 21.00 11.00 2.33 12.18 Backed	knife,	distal	&	part	LLM	have	retouch	RLM	cutting	edge
2 • 3 0 • Borer E-Neo 52.00 26.00 13.00 2.00 14.60 Pointed	flake,	some	plough	damage.	Retouch	around	pointed	end.
3 • 1 2 • Awl E-Neo 32.00 32.00 8.00 1.00 10.14 Small	point	made	at	distal	end,	abrupt	retouch	along	LLM.	
1 • 2 2 • Knife E-Neo 41.00 37.00 9.00 1.10 15.26 Cutting	edge	on	LLM	with	use	wear.	Backed	distal	and	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 54.00 54.00 24.00 1.00 72.42 Expedient	tool.	Retouch	distal	end	&	part	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Borer Neo-BA 48.00 44.00 14.00 1.09 32.50 Broad	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch.	
4 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 34.00 46.00 20.00 0.73 34.57
Broad	flake	with	small	point	distal/RLM	corner,	retouch	along	distal	&	RLM	&	LLM.	
Invasive	retouch	on	platform	side.	Well	prepared	platform	edge.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 41.00 33.00 8.00 1.24 15.83
Pointed	flint,	possible	piercer	as	retouch	at	distal	to	point,	or	cutting	tool	flat	edge	
RLM	with	use	wear.	Abrupt	retouch	lower	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Piercer E-Neo 51.00 43.00 9.00 1.18 28.84
Large	flake	fine	grained	dark	grey	flint,	patinated	on	ventral.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM	&	
RLM	notches	at	distal	either	side	of	damaged	point.
7 • 3 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 21.59 Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
8 • 2 2 	 • 	 26.00 24.00 6.00 1.08 4.59 	
9 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 20.00 39.00 10.00 0.51 8.00 	
	 2 45.95 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint
1 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA – – – – 18.17 Proximal	end.	Retouch	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 60.00 47.00 13.00 1.27 47.40
Large	flake,	invasive	retouch	over	dorsal.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Cutting	edge	+	
damage	RLM.	
3 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 54.00 30.00 7.00 1.80 12.38 Blade	type	flake,	fine	grained	light	grey.	Retouch	on	all	edges,	points	at	distal	end.
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5 • 2 2 • Concave	scraper LN/EBA 49.00 31.00 7.00 1.58 9.08 Wide	concave	scraper	at	distal	end.	Retouch	LLM.
6 • 1 3 • End	scraper Neo-BA 38.00 29.00 11.00 1.31 14.89 Irregular	flint	with	retouch	around	most	edges.	
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Neo-BA 41.00 35.00 10.00 1.17 15.10 Cutting	edge	LLM	retouch	RLM.
	 2 45.67 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Disc	Scraper E-Neo 52.00 52.00 17.00 1.00 48.46 • • Diagnostic	tool,	disc	scraper.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM	around	distal.
2 • 2 1 • End	scraper E-Neo 41.00 41.00 9.00 1.00 30.19 • End	scraper	with	plough	damage.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 35.00 38.00 8.00 0.92 21.38 • 6mm	point	at	distal/LLM	corner	with	retouch.	Backed	lower	RLM.
4 • • 2 1 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 56.00 56.00 11.00 – 49.20 •
Unusual	square-shape	flake	with	90°	corners,	plough	damage	to	lower	left	corner.	
Abrupt	retouch	distal	LLM,	cutting	edge	distal	to	RLM.
5 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 36.00 37.00 9.00 0.97 13.27 Points	at	distal	and	on	LLM.
6 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 45.00 34.00 6.00 1.32 10.87 • 11mm	point	at	distal	end.	Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM.
7 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper E-Neo 27.00 42.00 10.00 0.64 12.24 Concave	scraper	at	distal.
8 	 • E-Neo 78.00 • Two	platform	core.	11	fale	scars.
	 1 28.26 	 	
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper Neo-BA 50.00 34.00 18.00 1.47 37.33 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Retouch	along	LLM.
2 • 1 3 • Undefined Neo-BA 43.00 33.00 13.00 1.30 25.39 Retouch	along	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper Neo-BA – – – – 27.35
Re-use	of	much	older	heavily	patinated	flint.	Abrupt	retouch	along	one	side	forming	
scraper.
4 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA 54.00 47.00 12.00 1.14 39.50 RLM	cutting	edge,	part	retouch	LLM.
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 26.00 23.00 8.00 1.13 4.10 	
	 1 14.77 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 41.73 Retouch	in	one	corner,	majority	of	flint	is	plough	damaged
	 1 27.45 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.
2 475450 177575 177550 0 	 	 NO	FINDS
1 • 3 0 • Undefined E-Neo 32.00 26.00 5.00 1.23 5.21 Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 31.00 23.00 5.00 1.34 4.57 Cuttung	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM	&	Distal.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA – – – – 8.04 Majority	of	distal	missing,	retouch	on	part	left.
4 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper Neo-BA 32.00 32.00 8.00 1.00 7.97 Concave	scraper	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • End	scraper E-Neo 34.00 28.00 10.00 1.21 11.32 Heavily	patinated	flake.	Rretouch	at	distal	forming	scraper.	Backed	LLM.
6 • 2 2 • Multi	tool Neo-BA 39.00 38.00 17.00 1.02 25.79
10mm	broad	point	on	LLM	?nose	scraper,	made	by	large	Notch	mid	LLM	–	curve	
has	use	wear.	
7 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 43.00 43.00 7.00 1.00 20.23 Concave	scraper	at	distal.	OR	cutting	edge	on	RLM	with	use	wear	damage.
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 8.44 	
9 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 42.00 34.00 9.00 1.23 11.89
Small	point	made	on	upper	LLM	Invasive	retouch	on	ventral	at	distal	end.	Backed	
upper	RLM.
10 	 Borer BA 33.49 Retouch	on	broad	pointed	end.
	 3 46.08 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.
1 • 2 2 • Piercer BA 65.00 55.00 17.00 1.18 67.25 13mm	point	made	at	distal/LLM	corner,	retouch	along	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Neo-BA 2.38 	
1 164.10 • 	 Heat	damaged	hammerstone.
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1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 36.00 36.00 11.00 1.00 14.80 Cutting	edge	distal	&	RLM	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • E-Neo 30.00 18.00 4.00 1.66 3.58 	
3 • 2 2 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 32.00 24.00 5.00 1.33 6.00
Retouch	RLM+proximal	=	scraper;	notch	lower	LLM;	4mm	piercer	Lower	
LLM/proximal
4 • 2 1 • Undefined Neo-BA 40.00 57.00 13.00 0.70 38.36 Retouch	around	all	edges.
5 • 2 1 • Notch E-Neo 19.00 25.00 4.00 0.76 2.30 Notch	on	distal	+	retouch.

























































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 32.00 27.00 13.00 1.18 10.18 Invasive	bilateral	retouch	on	edge
2 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 17.00 18.00 6.00 0.94 2.00 Small	scraper	abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.
1 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 33.00 37.00 8.00 0.89 10.49 Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.	Denticulate	edge	proximal	RLM.	Retouch	at	distal.
2 Possible	borer BA 33.38
3 • 3 0 • 	 23.00 28.00 8.00 0.82 5.40
1 • 3 0 • Awl/piercer LN/EBA 44.00 36.00 11.00 1.22 14.17
Pointat	distal/RLM	corner	with	retouch	all	around.	Retouch	distal	end	Abrupt	along	
RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 51.00 29.00 9.00 1.75 12.64 Possible	knife	with	edge	damage
3 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 25.00 18.00 6.00 1.38 2.43 Small	end	scraper	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • cutting	edge LN/EBA 30.00 28.00 12.00 1.07 13.48 Possible	knife	with	edge	damage
5 • 3 0 • cutting	edge BA 31.00 27.00 10.00 1.14 9.95 Thick	flake	with	cutting	edge	on	RLM	and	around	distal	end.
6 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer BA 32.00 30.00 11.00 1.06 12.36 Thick	wedge	with	point	at	distal/RLM	corner.	Wide	notch	with	retouch	distal	end.
7 • 2 1 • 24.00 16.00 4.00 1.50 1.92
8 • 2 1 • 26.00 15.00 3.00 1.73 1.45
1 • 2 2 • Knife BA 61.00 39.00 13.00 1.56 34.51 Large	flake	with	cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 2 • Cutting	tool BA – – – – 4.55 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end.	Break	along	LLM.
3 • 2 1 	 • 36.00 27.00 6.00 1.33 5.37
4 	 1 45.16
1 • 2 2 • Multi	tool BA – – – – 23.32 Cutting	edge	curved	distal.	?spokeshave	broken	proximal.	Point	distal	RLM	corner.
2 • 2 2 	 • 21.00 20.00 5.00 1.05 1.68 Very	small	flake
3 	 1 33.29
6 177900 475525 475500 1 • 2 2 •
Cutting	edge	(left	
handed)
BA/MBA 32.00 27.00 15.00 1.18 14.27 Poorly	knapped	flake	cutting	edge	LLM.
1 	 Borer MBA 120.29 Bashed	lump
3 	 1 37.27 	
1 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool MBA 33.00 44.00 16.00 0.75 23.43 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end.
2 	 Piercer/borer BA 30.60 Extensive	retouch	forming	point
9 177900 475600 475625 1 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA Retouch	along	50%	of	margins,	cutting	edge	around	distal	end.
10 177900 475625 475650 1 • 3 0 • Awl/piercer E-Neo 24.00 24.00 9.00 1.00 3.97 Small	flake	with	point	at	distal	end
1 • 1 2 • Awl/piercer BA 52.00 33.00 13.00 1.57 19.37 Small	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch	around.	Backed	on	RLM.
2 • 1 • Concave	scraper LN/EBA 48.00 30.00 10.00 1.60 14.72 Fine	retouch	on	margins.	Concave	scraper	lower	RLM.
3 Cutting	edge BA 72.49 Long	cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	other	faces	for	handling.
4 • 2 1 • 43.00 19.00 11.00 2.26 9.45
5 • 1 3 • Undefined BA – – – – 9.91 Retouch	at	distal	end.
1 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 30.00 34.00 7.00 0.88 8.18 Pointed	flake	at	distal	end	with	retouch.
2 • 2 2 • Side	Scraper BA 47.00 33.00 14.00 1.42 15.49 Scrapers	on	LLM,	one	convex	two	concave.
3 • 2 2 • Borer BA 63.00 50.00 22.00 1.26 83.96 Thick	primary	flake	with	point	at	distal	end.	Invasive	retouch	over	ventral	side.
1 • 3 0 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 36.00 28.00 8.00 1.28 8.34 Denticulate	along	distal	edge.	Bilateral	retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Meso 24.00 12.00 2.00 2.00 1.16 Small	patinated	flake
3 Borer BA – – – – 36.81 Broad	flake	with	wide	borer	on	long	edge.
4 • 1 3 • – 40.00 32.00 16.00 1.25 35.57
8 177900 475575 475600
11 177900 475650 475675
12 177900 475675 475700
13 177900 475700 475725
2 177900 475425 475450
3 177900 475450 475475
4 177900 475475 475500
5 177900 475500 475525






















































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Borer BA 43.00 30.00 14.00 1.43 17.59 Borer	at	distal	end,	bilateral	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.	
2 • 3 0 • Undefined BA – – – – 4.49 Proximal	end,	retouch	at	break
3 • 79.74 Small	flint	hammerstone
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge Meso 18.00 18.00 4.00 1.00 1.39 Small	flake	with	fine	retouch
2 • 2 1 • Spokeshave BA 64.00 35.00 15.00 1.82 24.90 Poorly	worked
3 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper BA – – – – 43.42 Large	flake	retouched	on	all	edges
4 End	scraper BA – – – – 76.65 Oblong	flint,	good	grip	for	scraping
1 Borer BA – – – – 61.80 Has	extensive	working	all	over	and	around	broad	point.
2 Scraper BA – – – – 62.34 Has	areas	of	fine	retouch
1 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper LN/EBA 70.00 55.00 16.00 1.27 91.23 Large	thick	flake,	heavily	patinated
2 Concave	Scraper BA – – – – 84.00 Concave	and	side	scraper
3 • 3 0 • – – – – 10.30
1 • 2 2 • Undefined LN/EBA – – – – 24.30 Proximal	end,	retouch	on	break	+	margins
2 • 2 1 • Awl/piercer LN/EBA 53.00 56.00 13.00 0.94 51.51 Awl	on	RLM	abrupt	retouch	distal	&	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Nose	scraper LN/EBA 29.00 39.00 13.00 0.74 11.74 • Nose	scraper	centre	LLM,	abrupt	retouch	above	to	make	scraper.	?broken	RLM
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	Edge BA 28.00 46.00 10.00 0.60 15.98 Cutting	edge	on	RLM
5 • 2 2 • Piercer/borer BA 45.00 34.00 11.00 1.32 18.60 Point	at	distal	end/RLM	corner
6 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 31.00 34.00 8.00 0.91 9.27 Retouch	LLM,	Distal	end	and	RLM.	Point	distal/LLM	corner
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	Edge BA 23.00 27.00 7.00 0.85 5.32 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	backed	on	distal	end
8 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 24.00 21.00 4.00 1.14 2.46 LLM	is	tool	edge.	Backed	on	break
9 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge BA 34.00 40.00 7.00 0.85 12.22 Point	LLM.	Backed	on	RLM	&	distal.	Plough	damage	at	proximal.	Part	patinated
10 • 2 1 • Borer BA 42.00 26.00 15.00 1.61 18.05 Borer	at	distal	end,	retouch	RLM.	50%	patinated.
11 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper BA 50.00 33.00 13.00 1.51 24.66 Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal	side,	abrupt	retouch	LLM	short	scraper	upper	LLM.
12 • 1 2 • End	&	side	scraper BA 44.00 69.00 20.00 0.63 44.68 Broad	flake,	concave	distal	&	proximal	+	retouch.	Blunt	point	LLM	+	usewear
13 1 16.48 	
1 • 1 2 • Undefined BA – – – – 77.16 Large	flake.Retouch	over	proximal	&	alonf	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool Palaeo 74.00 41.00 17.00 1.80 65.60 Heavily	patinated.	Backed	RLM,	cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 50.00 33.00 6.00 1.51 13.05 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end.	Invasive	retouch	concave	LLM	dorsal	&	Ventral.
4 2 101.06 	
1 • 2 1 • Notch BA 39.00 62.00 8.00 0.62 23.00 Broken	flake,	notch	+	retouch	distal	edge,	partially	patinated	50%
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA >44 39.00 16.00 – 37.09 Point	lower	RLM	at	proximal	corner.	Serrated	edge	RLM.	75%	patinated.
3 • 2 1 • Multi	tool BA – – – – 24.08 Distal	end.	Notch	RLM	scraper	LLM
4 • 2 1 • End	&	side	scraper BA 55.00 45.00 10.00 1.22 25.22 Abrupt	retouch	distal	and	along	concave	LLM.	Heavy	patination	on	ventral	side.
5 • 1 2 • Cutting	tool BA 40.00 29.00 8.00 1.37 6.20 LLM	Cutting	edge	
6 • 2 1 	 • – – – – 12.44
7 • 2 1 	 • – – – – 4.86
1 • 1 2 • End	&	side	scraper BA 41.00 26.00 10.00 1.57 13.18 Abrupt	retouch	all		margins,	part	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
2 	 1 36.9
1 • 1 3 • End	scraper BA 36.00 30.00 7.00 1.20 10.76 Small	end	scraper	at	distal	end
2 • 2 1 • 33.00 25.00 7.00 1.32 7.57
3 • 2 1 • 29.00 27.00 12.00 1.07 10.93
4 Scraper BA 64.00 60.00 38.00 – 155.32 	Natural	disc	shaped	flint	with	abrupt	retouch	around	50%
1 • 2 1 • Awl/piercer LN/EBA 31.00 22.00 6.00 1.40 6.42 Small	flake.	Awl	on	LLM
2 Scraper BA 41.76 "Pot	Lid"	with	retouch	around	edges









5 178000 475900 475875
































































































































































































1 • 3 0 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 48.00 60.00 18.00 0.80 62.17 • Bilateral	retouch	on	distal	forming	denticulate	edge.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 39.00 34.00 6.00 1.14 13.53 • Scraper	at	distal	end
3 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 39.00 24.00 5.00 1.62 7.20 Blade-like	cutting	tool
4 • BA 53.00 Small	Core	-	3	platforms	9	flake	scars
5 • 2 1 • Awl	 BA	 38.00 40.00 9.00 0.95 26.30 Awl	point	centre	RLM.	Concave	LLM
6 • 3 0 • Borer E-Neo 50.00 43.00 10.00 1.16 28.17 Heavily	patinated	flake.	Retouch	LLM
7 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge BA 31.00 22.00 12.00 1.40 12.62 Thick	wedge,	cutting	edge	on	LLM
8 • 3 0 	 • 20.00 26.00 5.00 0.76 2.34
9 • 1 2 • Undefined BA 27.00 36.00 8.00 0.75 8.87 Retouch	on	dorsal	side	around	edges
10 • 3 0 • Notch BA – – – – 16.13 Patinated	distal	end	of	flake.	Notch	on	LLM.
1 	 • BA-MBA 119.12 Irregular	core	with	random	removals
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA – – – – 6.40 Cutting	edge	on	LLM
3 • 3 0 • BA 30.00 27.00 2.00 1.11 4.34 Looks	like	piercer	point	has	broken	off
4 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge BA 35.00 37.00 11.00 0.94 19.54 Cutting	edge	on	distal	end.	Dorsal	flake	scars	at	90°.	Patinated.
5 • 2 1 • Multi	tool BA 42.00 48.00 16.00 0.87 34.89 Disc-shaped	flake.	Borer	RLM.	Knife	LLM
6 • 3 0 • BA 35.00 39.00 8.00 0.89 12.75
7 • 2 1 • Undefined BA – – – – 12.28 Retouched	on	all	edges
8 • 2 2 • Multi	tool BA 39.00 33.00 15.00 1.18 23.81 Point	at	distal	end.	Backed	on	LLM.
9 • 2 2 	 • 37.00 39.00 9.00 0.94 13.39
10 	 Borer BA – – – – 15.89 Borer	on	pointed	end.	Notch	on	side
11 	 Scraper BA – – – – 34.74 Scraper	on	short	side.
– 	 BA ?Plough	struck
13 • 2 1 • Awl BA 40.00 28.00 8.00 1.42 14.76 Retouch	on	RLM
14 • 3 0 • Awl BA 26.00 25.00 10.00 1.04 6.21 Awl	centre	RLM.	Points	along	edge	RLM.
1 • 3 0 • Multi	tool E-Neo 40.00 26.00 8.00 1.53 9.22 • Notch	on	LLM	&	RLM.	Awl	LLM/distal	end
2 • LN/EBA 58.37 7	flake	scars	along	one	edge
3 • 2 1 • 	 23.00 33.00 13.00 0.69 8.29
4 1 13.56 	 Burnt	previously	worked	flint.
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 58.00 40.00 21.00 1.45 70.44 Retouch	RLM	expediant	tool	
2 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 20.00 19.00 5.00 1.05 1.64 Small	hooked	point	formed	at	distal	end
3 • 2 2 • 37.00 26.00 8.00 1.42 9.49
4 • 3 0 • – – – – 6.11
5 • 3 0 • – – – – 5.68
6 "Pot	Lid"	scraper BA 46.03 Retouch	around	all	edges
7 1 27.75
1 • 1 2 • Cutting	edge BA – – – – 36.52 Retouch	along	LLM	–	backed	on	RLM
2 2 BA-MBA 57.00 Irregular	core	many	removals
3 • 2 1 • LN/EBA – – – – 1.79 Distal	end	of	broken	flake
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge	 BA 38.00 49.00 10.00 0.77 21.56 Possible	Notch	and/or	awl	at	distal	LLM	corner
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool BA 40.00 25.00 6.00 1.60 6.80 Piercer	distal	end	notch	LLM
3 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 40.00 26.00 7.00 1.53 7.68 Awl	on	RLM.	Retouch	along	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA – – – – 23.28 Cutting	edge	at	RLM
5 • 3 0 • 2.00 1.00 6.00 2.00 1.44
6 • 3 0 • 17.00 22.00 3.00 0.77 1.60 Possible	thinning	flake
3 112.94 2	pieces	worked	and	burnt
1 • 2 2 • Cutting	Edge BA 36.00 39.00 11.00 0.92 19.51 Retouched	around	distal	end.	Possibly	hafted	as	tapered	proximal.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 23.00 40.00 7.00 0.57 8.25
3 1 48.57 Burnt	worked	flint,	possible	scraper
178000 475750 475725



































8 178000 475825 475800
9 178000 475800 475775
10 178000 475775 475750
11
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1 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 35.00 45.00 9.00 0.77 18.92 Thinning	flake.
2 • 3 0 • – – – – 3.06
3 Scraper BA 73.32 Large	disc	shaped	flint.	Extensive	retouch	
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 27.00 25.00 6.00 1.08 5.37 Piercer	onRLM	backed	on	LLM
2 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 25.00 36.00 5.00 0.69 5.29 Points	opposite	LLM	and	RLM
3 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 40.00 50.00 11.00 0.80 28.15 Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal.	Awl	on	LLM	and	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined BA – – – – 12.35 Proximal	end	of	flake
1 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 40.00 21.00 10.00 1.90 8.00 Retouch	&	broken	tip	at	distal.	?Notch	LLM
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA – – – – 9.83 Retouch	on	RLM.	Backed	on	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 38.00 24.00 7.00 1.58 8.45 D-shape	LLM	-	cutting	edge,	backed	RLM
4 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 34.00 37.00 11.00 0.91 18.00 RLM	-	cutting	edge	with	points.	Backed	distal	and	LLM.
5 • 3 0 • End	Scraper BA 50.00 37.00 15.00 1.35 32.89 End	&	side	scraper	(LLM)
6 • BA 22.68 Lump	of	flint,	looks	like	from	a	broken	core.
7 • 1 3 • 	 32.00 29.00 11.00 1.10 11.28
8 • 2 • 	 20.00 18.00 4.00 1.11 1.97
17 178000 475600 475575 1 • 3 0 • 	 20.00 20.00 5.00 1.00 2.18
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 35.00 20.00 6.00 1.75 3.65 Pointed	flake	with	broken/blunted	tip.	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA – – – – 3.14 Broken	blade	flake	with	blunted	point.	Parallel	flake	scars	on	dorsal.
3 • 2 1 • LN/EBA – – – – 25.66
4 	 1 18.40
1 	 Core	tool	-	borer • 22.09 Small	nodule	with	1	platform	&	pointed	end
2 • 2 1 • Notch BA 25.00 25.00 1.00 5.00 4.71 Notch	on	LLM
3 • 3 0 	 • – – – – 5.57
	 2 38.31
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 37.00 37.00 9.00 1.00 19.82 Cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed	RLM.	Patinated
2 • 2 2 • 	 – – – – 2.35
1 • 3 0 • End	scraper LN/EBA 40.00 18.00 5.00 2.22 5.57 Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal,	short	end	scr.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 30.00 23.00 6.00 1.30 4.96 Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
3 • 2 2 • Piercer BA 52.00 35.00 18.00 1.48 29.87 Thick	triangular	pointed	flake.	
4 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA – – – – 2.06 Small	sharp	point	at	corner	LLM	&	distal
5 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA – – – – 5.75 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.	
6 • 2 1 • Scraper BA – – – – 6.16 Scraper	on	broken	end
7 • 2 2 • 28.00 25.00 7.00 1.12 3.34
8 • 2 1 • 27.00 27.00 10.00 1.00 8.16
9 • 2 1 • 25.00 25.00 7.00 1.00 5.10
10 • 2 2 • 21.00 21.00 8.00 1.00 3.86
2 62.15
1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 32.00 15.00 4.00 2.10 2.64 Small	flake	with	possible	broken	point	at	distal	end
2 • 2 1 • Notch	x2 LN/EBA – – – – 8.74 RLM	has	2	notches	with	points	either	side
3 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 32.00 36.00 5.00 0.88 10.48 • Backed	at	distal	end.	Borer	LLM/Proximal.	
4 • 2 1 	 • BA – – – – 18.76
	 3 70.00
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 18.00 39.00 9.00 0.46 10.65 Short	wide	flake,	cutting	edges	-	distal	&	RLM
2 • 2 1 • Borer BA 34.00 31.00 10.00 1.09 13.58 Pointed	flake,	borer	at	distal	tip
3 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 45.00 31.00 11.00 1.45 17.46 • Bullhead	flint.	Points	at	distal	end	and	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 45.00 29.00 16.00 1.55 19.94 Cutting	edge	RLM,	backed	LLM
1 178025 475985 476000





































































































































































































2 178025 476000 476025 5 1 24.00
1 • BA-MBA – – – – 70.45 Random	flake	removals	-	might	be	tool?
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 47.00 28.00 10.00 1.67 15.76 RLM	-	cutting	edge.	Backed	LLM
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 49.00 71.00 25.00 0.69 57.71 Fine	retouch	along	LLM.	Patinated
4 • 2 1 Borer BA-MBA 44.00 94.00 16.00 0.46 101.87 Heavy	duty	borer
5 1 19.95
1 • 1 2 • Concave	scraper BA 34.00 36.00 11.00 0.94 12.09 LLM	-	scraper	Backed	on	RLM
2 • 3 0 • Awl BA 51.00 31.00 15.00 1.64 23.89 Point	along	distal	end
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA – – – – 10.61
4 • 3 0 • – – – – 15.00
5 • 2 1 • – – – – 11.11
6 1 12.56
1 178050 476084 476075 No	finds
2 178050 476075 476050 No	finds
1 • 2 1 • BA 30.00 32.00 4.00 0.93 5.32
2 • 2 1 • Notch BA 35.00 25.00 7.00 1.40 6.76 Notch	on	LLM	+	natural	notch	on	RLM
3 • 1 3 • Spokeshave BA – – – – 33.04 Scraper/spokeshave	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM
1 12.36
4 178050 476025 476000 No	finds
1 • BA – – – – 41.00 Random	flake	removals	in	all	directions
2 • 3 0 • Notch BA 60.00 32.00 7.00 1.87 21.88 Notch	on	RLM.	Backed	on	distal	end.	Patinated.
3 • 3 0 • Awl BA 29.00 20.00 6.00 1.45 3.88 Point	at	corner	LLM	and	distal
4 • Scraper BA – – – – 66.44 "Pot	Lid"	scraper	-	Abrupt	retouch	on	one	edge
5 • 1 3 • Undefined BA – – – – 14.15 Poor	quality,	retouch	at	both	ends
	 1 53.94
1 • 2 2 • Notch	x2 Neo-BA 42.00 28.00 8.00 1.50 11.32 Re-used	flake	-	retouch	cut	over	patination
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 24.00 30.00 9.00 0.80 9.18 Awl	on	distal	end
3 • 3 0 • Notch BA 40.00 32.00 8.00 1.25 12.74 Notch	on	LLM	&	RLM	
4 • 3 0 • Undefined BA – – – – 6.61 Scraper	on	distal	end
5 • 3 0 • Awl Neo 57.00 85.00 16.00 0.67 73.77 Large	flake	Awl	made	on	distal	end
6 • 2 1 • Borer BA 61.00 55.00 20.00 1.10 63.49 Heavy	duty	borer
7 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 36.00 21.00 11.00 1.71 9.46
1 • 3 0 • Awl	 Neo-BA – – – – 21.73 Short	point	RLM.	Blunt	point	RLM	&	break
	 2 27.38
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 22.00 35.00 10.00 0.62 10.20 Cutting	edge	+	retouch	at	distal	end
2 	 Borer BA – – – – 23.16 Expedient	tool
9 178050 475875 457900 1 • 3 0 • Borer BA 72.00 45.00 15.00 1.60 39.35 Retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM.	20mm	borer	at	distal/LLM.
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 40.00 33.00 12.00 1.21 22.72 Cutting	edge	RLM	backed	distal	end
	 1 17.33
1 • 1 3 • Side	Scraper BA 46.00 82.00 21.00 0.56 86.63 Abrupt	retouch	along	Distal.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 23.00 31.00 20.00 0.74 11.60 Small	concave	scraper
1 17.32





8 178050 475900 475925
10 178050 475850 475875
47582511
13 178050 475775 475800
476025
5 178050 476000 475975










































































































































































































1 Borer BA-MBA 66.74 Expedient	tool
1 50.21 	
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 28.00 17.00 10.00 1.64 4.51 Cutting	edge	on	LLM
2 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA 30.00 19.00 3.00 1.57 3.55 Small	end	scraper	at	proximal	end
3 	 Piercer BA-MBA 64.77 Expedient	tool
	 2 56.67 	
16 178050 475700 475725 1 • 3 0 	 • 	 30.00 16.00 6.00 1.87 2.94
17 178050 475675 475700 	 	 No	finds
18 178050 475650 475675 1 	 • 	 Small	hammerstone
1 • 3 • Cutting	tool Meso-Neo 38.00 16.00 6.00 2.37 3.23 Small	blade	flake.	Heavy	patination
2 	 Scraper BA-MBA 83.31 Expedient	tool
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA-MBA 42.00 48.00 21.00 0.87 57.74 Large	lump,	poor	knapping	
4 • 2 1 • Piercer BA-MBA 30.00 30.00 11.00 1.00 10.89 Expedient	tool
3 93.43 	
20 178050 475600 475625 	 No	finds
1 • 	 Big	nodule	one	blade	flake	removal	115mm
2 • 1 3 • Piercer/borer BA 48.00 27.00 7.00 1.77 10.77 • Very	pointed	flake	retouch	LLM	&	RLM
3 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 25.00 36.00 9.00 0.69 9.90 Broad	flake,	cutting	edge	along	distal	end
4 • 	 Medium	size	hammerstone
1 17.81 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 55.00 63.00 20.00 0.87 73.82 Cutting	edge	on	distal	end.	Patinated
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA – – – – 5.34
2 84.7
23 178050 475517 475550 No	finds
	Field	2	–	adjacent	to	Shiplake	Farm
1 178075 476115 476100 1 	 • 61.11 Random	removals	-	might	be	natural
2 178075 476100 476075 1 	 No	finds
3 178075 476075 475050 1 • 1 2 • Piercer		 LN-BA 68.00 43.00 11.00 1.58 33.28 Distal	end	–	abrupt	retouch,	point	at	Distal/RLM	corner
1 	 Piercer/borer BA – – – – 44.61
2 	 Piercer/borer BA – – – – 58.20
3 • 1 3 	 • 50.00 42.00 12.00 1.19 38.35
5 178075 476025 476000 1 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 32.00 28.00 6.00 1.14 6.11 • Diagnostic	piercer	at	distal	-	broken	point
6 178075 476000 475975 No	Finds
7 178075 475975 475950 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 52.00 39.00 14.00 1.33 21.78 • Piercers	either	end.	Backed	LLM
2 • 2 1 • End	Scraper BA 28.00 35.00 9.00 0.80 13.06 Scraper	at	distal	end
3 1 28.68 Neo-BA Worked	burnt	flint	–	possible	scraper
1 • 3 0 • Awl Neo-BA 57.00 35.00 12.00 1.62 40.55 Short	awl	on	long	edge	-	opposite	backed
2 • 3 0 • Undefined BA – – – – 12.63 Fragment	
3 • 2 1 • 47.00 50.00 16.00 0..94 33.56














































































































































































































1 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 48.00 30.00 8.00 1.60 17.03 Retouch	on	RLM.	Notch	on	LLM	
2 • 2 1 • Piercer BA – – – – 17.30 RLM	retouch	either	side	of	short	point	
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA – – – – 32.13 Distal	end	of	flake,	LLM	-	cutting	edge
4 	 • BA 69.22 Random	removals	all	over
5 • 2 1 • Undefined BA – – – – 11.77 Invasive	retouch	on	ventral	side.
2 99.89
3 178100 475625 475600 1 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 54.00 34.00 10.00 1.58 23.29 Curved	piercer	made	at	distal	end	
4 178100 475650 475625 1 No	Finds
1 End	scraper BA 123.69 Thick	flake	tri-X-section.	Retouch	on	end
2 Borer BA-MBA 105.30 Retouch	on	50%	edges.	Borer	-	thick	point
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 48.00 30.00 18.00 1.60 27.23 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.	Ventral	patinated.
2 • 3 0 • Notch	 LN/EBA – – – – 8.00 Medial	flake	tri-X-section	retouch	RLM
3 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 53.00 36.00 16.00 1.47 34.08 Retouch	at	distal	end
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 29.00 23.00 8.00 1.26 7.89
5 • 2 1 	 • 28.00 35.00 6.00 0.80 8.82
6 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 50.00 24.00 9.00 2.08 11.53 	Scraper	distal.	Backed	LLM
	 2 68
1 • 2 1 • End	Scraper E-Neo 75.00 36.00 12.00 2.08 37.25 • • Flake	has	tri-X-section	scraper	at	distal.	Heavily	patinated	&	iron	stained.
2 • 3 0 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 63.00 35.00 16.00 1.80 34.16 Concave	&	end	scraper	tri-X-section
3 Borer BA 52.53 Possible	core	tool	
4 • BA 64.27
5 • 2 1 • Borer/piercer BA – – – – 31.18 Distal	end	of	flake.	Piercer	-	RLM	at	break
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA – – – – 8.85 Dorsal	scars	at	90°.	Broken	point	LLM/distal	end
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 40.00 48.00 16.00 0.83 40.29 Invasive	retouch	on	both	ventral	and	dorsal	sides.	Awl	lower	RLM.
3 • LN/EBA 59.46 8	flake	scars.	3	platforms
4 • 2 2 • Scraper BA-MBA 60.00 60.00 26.00 1.00 127.97 Large	scraper,	poor	knapping	-	spot	find
5 • BA-MBA 201.33 2-3	flake	scars,	before	discard.
1 19.66
1 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 37.00 28.00 9.00 1.32 10.18 Break	across	distal	end,	piercer	on	point
2 • 2 2 	 • Meso 19.00 8.00 3.00 2.37 0.64
3 	 Cutting	tool BA 26.07 wedge	shape	with	cutting	edge	
1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 41.00 40.00 9.00 1.02 15.56 Dorsal	scars	90°.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 32.00 58.00 20.00 0.55 47.93 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end
3 Scraper BA 28.89 Side	scraper
4 Piercer BA 59.96 Very	pointed	piercer
10 178105 475796 SPOT • 3 0 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 43.00 40.00 10.00 1.07 18.89 Abrupt	retouch	LLM	&	around	distal.	Retouch	RLM.	Plough	damage	at	proximal	end.
1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 57.00 28.00 14.00 2.03 23.03 Abrupt	retouch	on	LLM.	Awl	RLM/Distal
2 • 3 0 • Serrated	Edge LN/EBA 42.00 39.00 6.00 1.07 13.30 Proximal	end	of	blade	flake.	Twisted	flake	serrated	edge	RLM	+	awl	at	upper	corner.
3 	 Borer BA – – – – 23.00 Pointed	flint	with	retouch
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge E-Neo – – – – 22.86 • Break	across	distal	end.	Point	LLM/break.	4	blade	flake	scars	on	dorsal.
2 Cutting	tool BA 77.12 Pot	Lid	flake	with	retouch	around	edges
1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN-BA – – – – 7.37 Very	fine	retouch	along	one	edge	
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN-BA – – – – 12.52 Very	fine	retouch	leading	to	point	
3 • 3 0 • Denticulate E-Neo 56.00 39.00 3.00 1.43 16.47 • • Retouch	RLM	to	point.	4	points	at	distal.	Thin	flat	flake.



































10 178100 475800 475775









5 178100 475675 475650
6 178100 475700 475675
7 178100 475725
















































































































































1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 33.00 39.00 10.00 0.84 13.35 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end
2 • 2 1 • BA 38.00 45.00 11.00 0.84 21.77 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end
3 Borer BA 20.62 Blunt	point	with	retouch	around
4 • 3 0 • Borer • BA 33.00 44.00 10.00 0.75 21.72
5 • 2 2 • – – – – 8.53
6 • 1 1 • 22.00 32.00 16.00 0.68 10.15
1 • 3 0 • Awl	 E-Neo 38.00 38.00 7.00 1.00 11.14 Retouch	along	distal,	small	point	at	centre
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge Meso 23.00 11.00 3.00 2.09 1.18 Very	small	flake	with	fine	retouch	LLM.	Backed	distal.
3 • 2 1 • Awl BA – – – – 4.47 Fragment.	Point	on	LLM.	Ventral	patinated	white.
4 • BA – – – – 20.54 Small	worked	out	core.	9	flake	scars
5 • 1 2 • Side	Scraper BA 38.00 64.00 21.00 0.59 59.57 Scraper	LLM,	hollow	RLM
6 Scraper BA 45.68 Natural	flake,	retouch	around	convex	edge
7 • 3 0 • – – – – 5.85
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 28.00 25.00 5.00 1.12 4.36 Backed	RLM	cutting	tool	LLM
2 • 3 • Side	scraper LN-BA 30.00 30.00 7.00 1.00 7.45 Scraper	LLM	backed	RLM.
3 	 Cutting	edge BA 10.94 Flat	natural	flake,	sloping	edge+retouch
4 • 3 0 	 • 3.15
	 1 8.7
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 40.00 21.00 7.00 1.09 6.64 Left	handed	cutting	tool	RLM.	Backed	LLM
2 • 2 1 • Awl	x2 LN/EBA 29.00 36.00 7.00 0.80 7.78 Broken	awl	LLM.	2nd	RLM/distal	corner
3 Awl BA – – – – 13.29 Pot	lid,	retouch	around	40%	of	edge.	
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 51.00 48.00 24.00 1.06 59.74 Curved	ventral	side	with	scraping	evidence
2 • 1 2 • Undefined BA-MBA 70.00 63.00 35.00 1.11 197.51 Poor	knapping.	
1 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 22.00 23.00 6.00 0.95 3.72 Small	flake,	distal	end	scraper
2 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 28.00 21.00 6.00 1.33 4.22 Small	flake	fine	retouch	RLM	and	LLM
3 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 64.00 57.00 17.00 1.12 79.96 Large,	thick	flake.	Distal	end	scraper
4 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 38.00 32.00 10.00 1.18 19.58 Broken	across	distal	end.	Retouch	RLM.
5 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 39.00 21.00 15.00 1.85 16.88 Broken	at	proximal.	Pointed	distal+retouch
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 44.00 35.00 11.00 1.25 18.55 D-shaped	flake,	curved	distal	cutting	edge
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool BA-MBA – – – – 22.81 Poor	knapping,	tools	along	broken	edge,	scraper	+	borer
3 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA-MBA 52.00 31.00 13.00 1.67 28.94 Poor	knapping,	scraper	at	proximal	end.
4 Cutting	tool BA – – – – 15.97
1 • Core	tool • BA 45.06 Core	fragment	with	retouch	on	edge
2 • 1 3 • 43.00 26.00 9.00 1.76 10.13
3 • 1 3 • – – – – 10.13
4 • 2 1 • – – – – 8.58
5 • 2 1 • 38.00 18.00 8.00 2.11 7.11
21 178100 476075 476100 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 37.00 18.00 8.00 2.05 3.92
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 37.00 30.00 6.00 1.23 7.15 Point	at	proximal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 12.69 Small	rounded	flint	invasive	retouch	dorsal
1 • 1 3 • Awl BA 35.00 53.00 16.00 0.66 37.43 Awl	at	distal,	backed	LLM	&	RLM
2 • 1 • 25.00 23.00 5.00 1.08 5.31






















































19 178100 476025 476050
20 178100 476050 476075

















































































































































1 178125 475878 Spot End	scraper BA 87.30 Abrupt	retouch	around	ends
1 178125 476900 476925 	 No	Finds
2 178125 476925 476950 1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 33.00 29.00 5.00 1.13 6.56 Piercer	made	at	RLM/Distal	corner
3 178125 475950 475975 	 No	Finds
4 178125 475975 476000 1 • 3 0 •
Oblique	
Arrowhead
LN/EBA 35.00 25.00 6.00 1.40 6.18 • • Oblique	Arrowhead	–	Pointed	flint	blunted	end	=	nose	scraper
1 • 3 0 • Scraper LN/EBA 31.00 33.00 8.00 0.93 12.78 Concave	upper	RLM	scraper,	backed	at	distal	&	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN-BA – – – – 20.43 Invasive	abrupt	edge	retouch	around	50%.	Broken	point	distal	RLM	corner.
3 • 2 1 • 	 29.00 27.00 7.00 1.07 6.57
2 29.55 	
1 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 63.00 33.00 17.00 1.90 30.10 • Very	pointed	flake	with	retouch	on	all	edges
1 19.17 	
7 178125 476050 476075 	 No	Finds
8 178125 476065 476100 1 1 37.77 	 Burnt	worked	flint	-	Primary	flake
1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 47.00 34.00 10.00 1.38 16.04 • Piercer	at	LLM/distal	corner	+	fine	retouch
2 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 43.00 21.00 8.00 2.04 8.23 Small	point	mid	LLM	backed	both	ends
10 178125 476125 476150 1 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper LN/EBA – – – – 24.94 Distal	end	of	flake.	Scraper	LLM	&	RLM
1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 34.00 31.00 10.00 1.09 12.41 point	on	RLM,	fine	retouch	+	platform	prep
	 1 18.95 	
12 178125 476175 476187 	 	 No	finds
1 • 3 0 • Awl	 E-Neo 35.00 29.00 7.00 1.20 8.70 • • Rectangular	flake	Awl	RLM	+	distal	corner.	Patinated
2 	 Borer/piercer BA – – – – 161.53 Might	be	a	core	with	one	removal	as	well
	 3 95 	 All	were	worked	flints
1 • 3 0 • Denticulate	edge BA 47.00 51.00 18.00 – 43.55 Thick	flake,	saw-like	edge	at	distal	end.	Patinated
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA – – – – 13.22 Cutting	edge	on	LLM	
3 • 2 1 • Borer BA – – – – 51.26 Thick	blunted	borer	on	pointed	end
4 	 Retouched	edge BA 160.58 "pot	lid",	hollow	in	centre,	heat	damage
	 1 55.26 	
3 178150 476175 476150 1 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Nose	scraper E-Neo 40.00 37.00 11.00 1.08 18.41 • • Abrupt	retouch	on	tip	at	distal	end,	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.	Parallel	scars	on	dorsal.
2 • 3 0 • Notch BA 43.00 70.00 16.00 0.61 55.56 Notch	RLM,	cutting	edge	distal	end
3 • 1 3 • Awl	 BA 31.00 38.00 12.00 0.81 16.62 Abrupt	retouch	along	distal.	Awl	on	RLM




102.00 • • End	of	broken	handaxe	or	adze.	Later	retouch	and	plough	damage.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 41.00 25.00 8.00 1.64 7.88 Twisted	flake,	broad	borer	LLM+retouch.	Broken	awl	point	on	RLM	at	lower	end.
6 178150 476100 476075 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 32.00 43.00 6.00 0.74 10.59 Cutting	edge	at	distal	-	edge-wear
2 	 • BA 86.73
3 	 • BA 84.45
4 	 Scraper BA 66.05
	 2 67.17
1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 67.00 43.00 15.00 1.55 52.44 Large	flake,	big	notch	at	RLM/proximal.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
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5 178125 476000 476025
6 178125 476025 476050







1 178150 476225 476200













































































































































8 178150 476050 476025 3 	 • BA 106.65 Core	with	2	flake	removals
9 178150 476025 476000 1 	 Scraper BA 35.67 Pointed	natural	flake,	blunted	end	scraper
1 • 1 3 • Multi	tool BA 45.00 24.00 4.00 1.87 8.67 Flat	flake,	notch	LLM,	cutting/backed	RLM
	 1 84.35 	 	
11 178150 475975 475950 1 	 1 3.30 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool	 E-Neo 56.00 26.00 7.00 2.15 11.77 Quality	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM.	heavy	patination.
2 • 2 2 • Undefined E-Neo 68.00 24.00 11.00 2.83 20.54 Long	thin	flake	heavy	patination,	blunt	end
3 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 24.11 Concave	curve	+	retouch	leading	to	point
1 • 3 0 	 • BA 21.00 33.00 6.00 0.63 4.64 	
2 	 Chopper BA 45.90 Retouch	forming	sharp	chopping	edge
	 1 8.34 	 	
1 	 Scraper BA-MBA 123.70 Heavy	duty	expedient	tool
2 	 • BA-MBA 39.26 3	flake	removals
3 	 Piercer BA-MBA 54.67 Expedient	tool
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 38.00 29.00 10.00 1.31 11.51 Retouched	edge	at	distal	end
2 • 2 1 • Borer BA – – – – 18.13 Retouch	around	edges
1 • 3 0 	 • 	 42.00 20.00 6.00 2.10 5.09 	
2 • 1 3 • Side	Scraper BA 51.00 46.00 18.00 1.10 52.22 Retouch	along	RLM	and	part	distal
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 34.00 28.00 8.00 1.21 9.16 Cutting	edge	+	retouch	–	curved	distal	down	RLM.	Possibly	heated	prior	to	knapping
2 • 2 2 • Borer Early 53.00 28.00 10.00 1.89 18.19 Old	rolled	gravel	flake,	point	centre	RLM
3 	 • LN-BA 61.79 Worked	out	core,	2	platforms	15	flake	scars
4 • 2 1 • Borer BA-MBA 18.82 Pointed	end,	with	retouch
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 32.00 24.00 5.00 1.33 5.54 	
6 • 2 2 	 • 	 28.00 27.00 5.00 1.03 5.25 	
7 • 2 1 	 • 	 36.00 48.00 10.00 0.75 24.11 Thinning	flake,	Dorsal	has	invasive	retouch	all	over.	Possible	axe	manufacturing
	 2 100.47 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 44.00 25.00 7.00 1.76 8.52 Plough	damaged	+	retouch	edge	LLM
2 • 3 • Piercer BA 35.00 44.00 12.00 0.79 20.30 Pointed	LLM	with	retouch	along	edges
3 	 Borer BA 35.95 Retouch	on	2	edges,	poss.	broken	point
1 • 2 1 • Disc	scraper LN/EBA 54.00 50.00 13.00 1.08 50.15 • • Diagnostic	eg.	of	Neo	Disc	scraper.	Dark	flint.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 53.80 End	scraper
3 • BA 47.85 Worked	out	core	
4 • 1 • Scraper Palaeo 42.00 48.00 24.00 0.85 61.60 Old	rolled	gravel	flint	scraper
5 • 2 	 • BA 39.63 Three	points	with	retouch	around
6 • 1 	 • 	 25.08 	
1 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 44.00 35.00 10.00 1.25 17.79 Retouch	along	LLM,	distal	&	RLM	concave	scraper	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer BA 57.00 25.00 10.00 2.28 21.14 Broken	point	at	distal	end,	backed	LLM
3 • 3 0 • Side	Scraper LN/EBA 81.00 42.00 17.00 1.92 49.03 Abrupt	retouch	part	LLM,	distal	and	RLM
4 • 2 • Piercer BA-MBA 36.00 31.00 9.00 1.16 11.36 Poor	flake,	retouch	on	points	at	distal	end
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 41.00 32.00 13.00 1.28 17.19 Convex	cutting	edge	on	RLM
	 1 11.14 	
22 178150 475700 475675 1 • 2 1 • Borer BA 76.00 56.00 25.00 1.37 78.60 Large	Pointed	flake	with	retouch	RLM	&	LLM
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 49.00 53.00 14.00 0.92 49.41 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end,	edge	wear
• 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 32.00 40.00 13.00 0.80 18.96 Edge	RLM
• 1 3 • Undefined BA 57.00 51.00 20.00 1.11 57.39 Cutting	edge	on	LLM	














































10 178150 476000 475975
12 178150 475950 475925
13 178150 475925 475902
14 178150 475900 475880
18 178150 475800 475775
19 178150 475775 475750
20 178150 475750 475725
178150 475878 475850
16 178150 475850 475825
17 178150 475825 475800
21 178150 475725 475700












































































































































2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool	 BA 40.00 45.00 7.00 0.88 21.00 Hinged	distal	?scraper,	convex	RLM	?cutting
3 • 2 1 	 • BA 34.70
4 • 2 1 	 • BA 33.47 	
	 2 49.77 	
1 • 1 2 • Cutting	tool BA 40.00 60.00 25.00 0.66 64.72 Distal	end	retouched	hinge	=	cutting	edge
	 1 16.04
26 178150 475600 475591 1 	 1 53.47 Burnt	worked	flint	possibly	a	scraper
1 178175 475625 475611 	 No	Finds
2 178175 475650 475625 1 • 3 0 • Side	Scraper BA 40.00 52.00 9.00 0.76 22.05 Retouch	along	LLM	and	distal	end
3 178175 475675 475650 	 No	Finds
4 178175 475700 475675 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 46.00 37.00 19.00 1.27 36.26 Wedge-shaped	flint,	cutting	edge	LLM
5 178175 475725 475700 	 No	Finds
6 178175 475750 475725 	 No	Finds
7 178175 475775 475750 1 • 1 3 	 • 22.70
8 178175 475800 475775 1 • 2 1 Cutting	tool BA 42.00 52.00 10.00 0.80 24.11 Convex	edge	with	use-wear.	Backed.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined 81.78
9 178175 475825 475800 1 		 1 110.54
10 178175 475855 475825 1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 45.00 40.00 7.00 1.25 18.00 End	Scraper	distal,	notch	distal/LLM,	point	below
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 33.00 17.00 5.00 1.94 3.61 Retouch	along	RLM,	invasive	retouch	dorsal	+	broken	point	LLM/proximal	corner
3 	 Borer BA 102.31 Invasive	retouch	over	thick	end	near	point
	 1 18.19 	
11 178175 475859 475875 1 • Tranchet	Axe Meso 45.29 • Broken	tip	of	axe	with	Tranchet	flake.
2 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 22.00 26.00 6.00 0.84 5.69 Distal	end	has	3	broken	points,	backed	LLM
3 • 3 2 • Undefined BA-MBA 50.76 Poor	knapping.	?Scraper	at	distal	end.
4 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 21.00 17.00 1.00 1.23 0.86 Fine	retouch	along	distal	to	point	at	RLM
5 • 2 2 	 • 	 47.00 26.00 12.00 1.76 15.67
12 178175 475875 475900 1 	 2 64.73 	
13 178175 475900 475925 1 • 2 1 • Awl BA 33.00 31.00 11.00 1.06 8.92 Awl	at	corner	LLM/distal.	Backed	LLM
2 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 12.89 Scraper	at	proximal,	rolled	flake
3 	 • 	 86.53 Small	or	broken	hammerstone,	pitted
14 178175 475935 475950 1 • 3 0 • Awl Neo-EBA 35.00 26.00 5.00 1.34 6.19 Fine	abrupt	retouch	LLM	=	scraper
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 30.00 30.00 7.00 1.00 5.34 Convex	RLM	+	edge	wear	to	pointed	distal
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 42.07 Flake	has	heat	damaged	prior	to	knapping
4 	 	 Piercer/awl BA 28.22 Flat	flake,	point	on	edge	+	retouch	
	 	 1 28.33 	
1 	 	 • LN/EBA 37.64 Small	core	-	might	also	be	tool.	14	flake	scars
2 	 	 • LN/EBA 39.76 Small	core	-	random	removals.	9	flake	scars.
1 • 2	(edge) • Piercer LN-BA 27.00 42.00 8.00 0.64 7.75 Proximal	end,	retouch	RLM	to	point
	 	 1 8.33 	
1 • 3 0 • Awl BA 9.21 Fine	retouched	point	at	corner	with	break

















































15 178175 475950 475975























































































































































1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 40.00 39.00 12.00 1.02 22.80 Squarish	flake,	convex	LLM	cutting	edge.	Awl	at	distal	
2 • 2 2 • Scraper LN/EBA 45.00 24.00 4.00 1.87 6.46 Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM	backed	on	LLM
3 • 2 1 • Hollow	Scraper LN/EBA 24.61 Damaged	scraper	distal	end,	backed	RLM
4 • 3 0 • Undefined LN-BA 15.74 Plough	damage	to	distal	end	?scraper
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 4.88
1 • 1 3 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 64.00 41.00 13.00 1.56 36.19 RLM	-	9	denticulate	points.	Backed	LLM
2 • 2 2 • Scraper LN-BA 57.07 Distal/RLM	abrupt	bilateral	retouch	
3 • 1 3 • Scraper BA 44.00 30.00 11.00 1.46 15.85 Retouch	all	edges,	abrupt	prox+distal	ends
4 • 2 1 • Awl BA 30.00 30.00 7.00 1.00 6.00 Point	LLM/Prox	end.	Fine	retouch	margins
5 • 2 1 Rejuvination	flake • 	 82.00 44.00 20.00 1.86 34.72 	Possible	crested	blade
1 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 27.05 Damage	LLM.	Retouch	LLM	&	distal	end
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 40.00 31.00 12.00 1.29 17.91 Crude	flake.	Retouch	at	distal	end	+	RLM
	 1 37.37 	
1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 28.00 25.00 6.00 1.12 4.86 Point	distal/LLM	all	margins	retouched	
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 28.00 34.00 9.00 0.82 7.70 Cutting	edge	RLM.	
3 • 1 3 	 • 	 10.34 	
	 1 50.87 	 	
22 178175 476150 476175 1 • 2 2 • Scraper BA 44.00 38.00 16.00 1.15 27.91 Scraper	distal	+	RLM.	
1 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 54.00 38.00 15.00 1.42 35.32 Retouch	all	margins,	concave	at	distal/RLM
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 29.05 Retouch	all	margins,	cutting	edge	LLM
3 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer BA 34.45 Flake	fragment,	point	with	notch	either	side
4 Core	tool	/	borer • BA 41.31 Broad	point	on	end
1 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 54.00 54.00 12.00 1.00 58.59 Broad	point	distal/LLM.	Retouch	LLM+distal
2 • 2 2 • End	Scraper BA 49.00 59.00 17.00 0.83 71.69 Abrupt	retouch	distal/LLM.	backed	RLM.
	 	 1 61.80 	 	
25 178175 476225 476240 1 	 	 2 81.21 	 	 	
SPOT 1 • 2 1 • Combination	tool LN/EBA 42.00 20.00 5.00 2.10 5.64 RLM	has	points	and	notches,	backed	LLM
SPOT 2 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 27.00 32.00 6.00 0.84 5.96 Fine	serrated	retouch	along	all	margins
SPOT 1 • 2 2 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 48.00 32.00 10.00 1.50 19.33 • • Diagnostic	eg.	of	end/side	scraper
SPOT 2 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 4.88 Proximal	end,	retouch	RLM,	LLM	&	break
SPOT 3 • 3 0 	 • 	 41.00 33.00 9.00 1.24 16.18 	
SPOT 1 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 6.09 Fine	retouch	L&RLM	margins,	Scraper	RLM
SPOT 2 	 Piercer BA 42.00 Good	retouch	to	form	point	and	backing
SPOT 1 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper BA 43.00 36.00 10.00 1.19 22.10 Abrupt	retouch	convex	LLM	to	distal+concave	RLM
SPOT 2 	 3 66.00 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 57.00 51.00 13.00 1.11 48.15 Cutting	edge	on	LLM,	backed	RLM
2 • 1 3 • Scraper	end	&	side BA 67.00 58.00 25.00 1.15 94.57 Scraper	distal	+	LLM.	Backed	part	RLM
3 • 2 2 • Notch BA 47.00 31.00 6.00 1.51 10.20 LLM	large	notch	+	retouch.	Backed	Prox	end	
4 • 2 1 • Awl BA 1.22 Distal	end,	point	made	centre	of	break
5 • 2 1 • Piercer	&	Awl BA 30.00 28.00 8.00 1.07 7.22 Break	LLM/Distal	with	point	distal	end
6 	 • BA-MBA 47.44 Few	random	flake	removals
7 • 2 2 	 • 	 25.00 32.00 9.00 0.78 8.16 	
8 • 3 • 	 25.00 25.00 6.00 1.00 4.27
9 • 2 1 • 	 33.00 28.00 6.00 1.17 7.95
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 10.64 Sharp	edge	with	use	wear	LLM
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 2.38 Proximal	end.	Small	scraper	LLM.	
3 • 3 0 • Borer BA 5.78 Heat	damaged	flint,	sharp	edge	+	retouch
4 • 3 0 • Borer 	 8.54 	
5 	 	 • LN/EBA 31.63 Small	worked	out	core	many	removals
6 	 	 Borer/scraper BA 179.20 Retouched	on	one	side	and	all	edges
















































21 178175 476125 476150
23 178175 476175 476200
24 178175 476200 476225
























































































































































1 • 1 3 • Discoidal	knife LN/EBA 58.00 49.00 10.00 1.18 42.82 • Disc-shaped	cutting	tool	LLM	retouch	all	margins
2 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 3.72 Short	end	scraper,	backed	L&RLM	
3 • 2 1 • Awl BA 28.00 16.00 7.00 1.75 3.95 Small		point	distal	end,	backed	L&RLM
4 • 1 3 	 • 	 59.34 	
1 8.87
1 • 3 0 • End	scraper E-Neo 48.00 42.00 8.00 1.14 29.66 • • Diagnostic	eg.	of	end	/	horseshoe	scraper
2 • 2 • Piercer LN/EBA 55.00 46.00 12.00 1.19 38.35 Point	on	RLM,	Scraper	at	end
3 	 	 Borer BA 123.86 Retouch	over	one	side,	point	at	end
4 	 • BA-MBA 74.06 Random	removals	-	might	be	natural
5 • 2 • 	 3.55
6 • 2 • 	 8.91
	 2 32.60 	
1 • 2 1 • Denticulate BA 4.55 Broken	across	distal/RLM	on	denticulate	edge.
2 • 2 2 • Piercer/borer BA 17.13 broken	points	distal/LLM.	Retouch	LLM	&	distal	.
3 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 7.37 Point	LLM,	backed	distal	&	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 29.00 29.00 9.00 1.00 8.26 Retouch	all	margins,	blunt	pointdistal/RLM	corner
5 	 • BA-MBA 115.55 Retouched	to	facilitate	handling	+	one	end
6 	 Side	Scraper BA-MBA 146.58 Retouched	around	blunt	point
7 	 • BA-MBA 36.92 Core	fragment
8 • 2 1 	 • 34.00 15.00 5.00 2.26 2.79 	
9 	 Concave	Scraper BA-MBA 76.68 Expedient	tool
	 1 11.72 	 	
1 	 Core	tool • BA-MBA 105.22 Concave	curve	+	retouch	leading	to	point
2 • 2 1 	 • 	 4.00 	
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 7.20 	
4 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 42.00 34.00 8.00 1.23 12.69 Point	mid	RLM,	retouch	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 32.00 30.00 9.00 1.06 11.68 Large	thumbnail	style	scraper
6 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.30 Proximal	end,	retouch	RLM
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 47.00 38.00 15.00 1.23 28.04 Concave	RLM	and	distal	end	scraper
2 • 1 2 • Scraper BA 39.43 Invasive	retouch	ventral,	short	end	scraper
7 178200 475775 475800 3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 32.00 29.00 7.00 1.10 7.09 Sharp	edge	LLM.	Backed	distal	end
1 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer BA-MBA 45.00 25.00 15.00 1.80 14.42 Small	pointed	flake,	minimal	retouch	at	end
2 • 1 2 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 43.00 55.00 18.00 0.78 56.28 Sharp	edge	with	use	wear	LLM
3 	 Scraper BA-MBA 67.50 Expedient	tool
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 1.40
5 • 1 	 • 	 10.50
1 • 3 0 • Scraper LN/EBA 13.80 Short	scraper	on	protrusion,	retouch	margins
2 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 42.28 Bilateral	retouch	RLM,	abrupt	LLM.
3 • 3 • Awl LN/EBA 4.97 Fine	retouch	LLM	&	distal	to	point	RLM
1 • 2 2 • Piercer BA 46.00 20.00 12.00 2.30 11.00 Oblong	flint	point	at	distal,	backed	RLM
2 • 2 2 Piercer • 	 24.00 50.00 7.00 0.48 11.09 Point	on	LLM	and	on	distal
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 2.97 	











































10 178200 475850 475875
6 178200 475750 475775
7 178200 475775 475800






4 178200 475700 475725













































































































































1 • 2 1 	 • 	 44.00 31.00 14.00 1.41 23.50 	
2 • 2 	 • 	 34.00 39.00 16.00 0.87 21.08 	
3 • 1 	 • 	 59.00 41.00 14.00 1.43 35.18 	
	 1 54.07 	 	
1 • 3 0 	 • 	 7.67 	
2 • 2 3 	 • 	 9.31 	
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 36.00 24.00 8.00 1.50 9.61 Retouch	around	distal	end
2 • 3 0 Piercer BA 52.00 47.00 19.00 1.10 42.56 Broad	flake	with	retouch	point	at	dist/LLM
3 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 22.00 24.00 2.00 0.91 2.40 Point	at	proximal	end	of	small	flake
4 	 • Neo-BA 38.54 Heat	affected	flint	with	retouch	all	over
5 	 	 Concave	scraper BA 19.44 Concave	curve	with	retouch	
14 178200 475975 475960 1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN-BA 4.56 Abrupt	retouch	RLM	+	notch	&	point	at	break
1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN-BA 34.00 34.00 9.00 1.00 13.52 Point	mid-LLM	+	retouch.	Backed	dist/RLM
2 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 42.00 37.00 15.00 1.13 21.74 Point	distal/LLM,	part	backed	RLM
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 2.70 	
4 	 • BA 27.49 Fragment	of	core
5 	 • BA 17.41 Fragment	of	core
1 	 Chopper BA 56.32 wedge	shape	with	cutting	edge	
	 	 1 26.54 	 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper LN/EBA 42.00 35.00 5.00 1.20 9.43 Scraper	LLM,	backed	RLM+break	at	distal
2 • 3 • Undefined LN-BA 4.42 Retouch	LLM&RLM	damage	at	distal	end
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 55.00 51.00 25.00 1.07 77.27 Cutting	edge	LLM,	retouch	distal	&	RLM.	Invasive	retouch	on	LLM	cutting	edge
2 • 2 1 • Awl BA 25.00 26.00 5.00 0.96 3.58 Retouch	around	distal	to	point	RLM
3 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 38.00 33.00 9.00 1.15 12.91 Broken	at	distal,	retouch	by	break
4 • 3 0 • Notch E-Neo 34.70 Proximal	end	of	large	flake,	notch	LLM	backed	RLM.	Heavy	patination	+	iron	stain
1 • 3 0 • Discoidal	knife E-Neo 47.00 47.00 11.00 1.00 24.55 • • Disc-shaped	knife	retouch	all	margins,	minor	plough	damage	to	RLM
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 6.29 retouch	along	break	at	distal.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 1 3 • Borer BA 56.77 Break	at	distal,	point	at	RLM	retouch	RLM
4 • 1 3 • Core	tool BA 32.00 29.00 7.00 1.10 6.58 Point	RLM,	backed	LLM
5 	 	 Piercer/borer • BA 27.00 Expedient	tool,	long	point,	backed	opposite	
6 Piercer/borer BA 40.16 Expedient	tool,	retouch	around	point
1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool BA 49.00 38.00 9.00 1.28 15.91 Y-shape	tool.	Piercer	at	Distal,	notch	lower	RLM.	Backed	LLM	and	RLM
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 24.00 45.00 9.00 0.53 11.15 Distal	end	has	3	broken	points,	backed	LLM
3 • 2 2 • Borer BA 48.00 52.00 9.00 0.92 36.10 Broad	pont	at	proximal	with	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • BA 6.08
5 • 2 2 • LN-BA 27.00 24.00 4.00 1.12 3.23
6 • 1 3 • 	 9.52
1 • 3 0 Keeled	core • E-Neo 55.00 42.00 20.00 1.30 48.46 • • Keeled	core.	15	flake	scars.
2 • 3 0 • Nosed	Scraper LN/EBA 53.00 45.00 9.00 1.17 29.26 Pointed	distal	end	with	blunt	retouch
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 26.40 Natural	notch	with	retouch	at	distal	end
4 • 2 1 • Piercer	/	Awl BA 7.04 Point	at	corner	distal/LLM.	Retouch	proximal


















12 178200 475900 475925






























15 178200 476000 475975
16 178200 476025 476000
17 178200 476050 476025
18 178200 476075 476050
















































































































































21 178200 476150 476125 6 	 • BA 121.41 Large	core,	5	flake	removals
1 • 3 0 • Awl BA 48.00 32.00 13.00 1.50 18.38 Point	mid	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Awl BA 27.68 Point	mid	RLM
3 • 2 2 • BA 8.19
4 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 33.00 51.00 12.00 0.64 22.14 Concave	curve	+	retouch	to	point	distal/RLM
5 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 15.74 Invasive	retouch	both	sides	and	margins
6 • 3 0 • ?tool E-Neo 7.71
Proximal	end	flake	with	triangular	section,	patinated.	Possibly	Upper	Palaeolithic	
long	blade.
7 • 2 1 	 • 	 3.09 	
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 4.89 	
	 1 6.12 	 	
1 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 33.00 35.00 10.00 0.94 13.81 ?use,	natural	notch	LLM,	retouch	distal+RLM
2 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 41.00 32.00 10.00 1.28 14.81 Pointed	flake,	retouch	LLM	&	invasive	RLM
3 • 2 2 • Denticulate	edge BA 52.00 44.00 20.00 1.18 47.24 Broken	points	on	LLM,	retouch	distal	&	RLM
4 • BA 97.52 7	flake	removals
5 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 3.27 Proximal	end,	retouch	RLM
6 • 2 1 • Piercer	/	Awl BA 6.54 Point	distal/LLM,	part	backed	RLM
7 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 3.49 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Backed	RLM	
8 • 1 3 • Piercer/borer BA 8.91 Point	LLM/distal	end.	Retouch	LLM,	RLM	&	distal
	 	 1 20.26 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Backed	Knife E-Neo 15.68 • •
Diagnostic	tool.	Bilateral	invasive	retouch	over	50%	dorsal	and	ventral	sides	on	same	
lateral	margin.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 66.00 66.00 24.00 1.00 80.96 Large	flake,	retouch	distal	sharp	edge	LLM
3 • 2 2 • Notch BA 19.30 Retouched	notch	at	distal.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 4.13 3	points	along	LLM	cutting	edge	
5 • 3 0 Cutting	tool BA 22.00 21.00 7.00 1.04 4.00 Retouch	along	convex	LLM	to	distal	end
	 1 16.69 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 33.00 37.00 16.00 0.89 20.00 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	backed	distal	&	LLM
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 12.65 Abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Retouch	RLM	to	break	at	proximal	end
3 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper LN-BA 69.00 53.00 13.00 1.30 58.72 Concave	RLM+retouch.	Abrupt	retouch	distal.
4 • 2 1 • Borer BA 36.00 42.00 18.00 0.85 42.17 Point	at	distal	with	bilateral	retouch.	Invasive	retouch	RLM.	Double	bulb.
1 178225 475650 475675 1 	 Chopper • BA-MBA 246.28 Poor	knapping.	
178225 475675 475700 1 • 3 0 • Awl LN-BA 34.00 34.00 7.00 1.00 7.62 Point	+	retouch	at	distal	backed	LLM	&	RLM
2 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 47.00 46.00 14.00 1.02 35.23 Retouch	along	LLM	and	at	pointed	distal
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 9.86 Abrupt	retouch	on	steep	side
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 2.00 	
	 	 1 57.33 	 	
2 178235 475691 SPOT 1 • 2 1 • Borer LN-BA 86.00 72.00 18.00 1.19 135.56 Large	flat	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM.	Backed	RLM.	Point	at	distal	end.
178225 475700 475725 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 42.00 45.00 12.00 0.93 24.33 Natural	notch	distal,	backed	RLM	&	LLM
2 	 	 • 	 307.28 Large	hammerstone	pitted	all	over
	 	 2 56.49 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Piercer	/	Awl LN/EBA 48.00 42.00 11.00 1.14 17.13 Point	at	distal	with	fine	retouch	around.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	Possibly	hafted.













22 178200 476175 476150
23 178200 476200 476175






















































































































































































4 178225 475725 475750 3 • BA 48.38 Core	fragment
1 	 	 Awl BA 40.78 Thermal	flake,	retouch	over	dorsal	+	point
2 	 	 Borer BA 76.03 Thermal	flake,	retouch	over	dorsal	+	point
6 178225 475775 475810 1 • 3 0 • Notch BA 9.22 Notch	LLM,	backed	RLM.	Proximal	end
1 • 3 0 • Piercer	/	Awl BA 34.00 52.00 8.00 0.65 16.94 Point	at	distal/RLM	corner	
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 49.00 42.00 13.00 1.16 24.70 Cutting	edge	with	retouch	LLM
3 • 2 1 • BA 61.00 38.00 21.00 1.60 44.11 Partial	retouch	on	flake,	?plough	strike
1 	 Chopper • BA 326.48 Large	nodule,	sharp	edge	+	other	retouch.	Possible	hammerstone.
	 	 1 8.77 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Fabricator BA 87.00 46.00 23.00 1.89 107.49 Long	flake	triangular	X-section,	steep	sides	+	abrupt	retouch.	Abraded	proximal	end	
2 • 1 2 • Scraper BA 38.34 Retouch	distal/LLM	=	scraper.	RLM	missing
3 	 	 Undefined BA 37.94 Retouch	down	1	edge	?	Cutting	tool
10 178225 475875 475900 	 	 2 158.09 	 	
11 178225 475900 475925 1 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 48.00 43.00 19.00 1.11 29.41 End	scraper	at	proximal	end.	Very	thick	cortex.
12 178225 475925 475950 1 • 2 1 • Disc	Knife E-Neo 19.70 • • Disc-shaped,	knife	LLM	plough	damaged	
13 178225 475950 475975 1 • 3 0 • Undefined 	 5.62 	Proximal	end,	blade	type	flake.
1 • 2 1 • Awl	and/or	scraper LN/EBA 17.90 Point	lower	RLM	with	retouch	around.	Plough	damage	to	distal	end	?scraper.
2 	 Piercer BA-MBA 187.90 Expedient	tool,	point	at	corner,	retouched
14 178225 475989 476000 	 	 	 	 No	finds
15 178225 476000 476025 1 • 2 1 • Borer BA 47.00 36.00 10.00 1.30 20.88 Abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Part	backed	RLM
16 178225 476025 476050 	 	 	 No	finds
17 178225 476050 476075 	 	 	 No	finds
18 178225 476075 476100 1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 42.00 42.00 16.00 1.00 23.51
Fine	retouch	RLM	to	point	at	distal.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM/distal	with	plough	damage.	
Cutting	edge	RLM.
1 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 22.00 Proximal	end.	Tool	LLM/break	backed	along	break	and	RLM	dorsal	side.
2 • 2 2 • BA 21.88
1 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 31.00 25.00 6.00 1.24 5.12
Point	distal/RLM.	Cutting	edge	distal.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM.	Dorsal	side	has	central	
blade	flake	scar.
2 	 	 Scraper BA 92.68 Invasive	retouch	over	whole	one	side	and	edge.	Short	end	and	side	scraper.
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 52.00 36.00 7.00 1.44 20.63 RLM	could	be	cutting	edge	with	use	wear.	LLM/distal	corner	could	be	nosed	scraper.	
2 • 1 1 • Side	Scraper LN-BA 16.00 Proximal	end,	retouch	on	break.	LLM	and	RLM	retouched,	small	blunted	point	RLM.
3 • 1 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 51.24 Large	flake.	Retouched	all	around	convex	distal	cutting	edge.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM.
4 	 	 Scraper BA 42.06 Retouch	along	edge.	Plough	damage
1 • 2 1 • Discoidal	scraper LN/EBA 42.00 42.00 15.00 1.00 33.12 •
Disc-shaped,	scraper	+	concave	scraper	made	on	RLM.	Abrupt	retouch	all	margins	
and	invasive	retouch	all	over	dorsal
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 25.00 31.00 9.00 0.80 9.57 Cutting	edge+use-wear	distal.	Backed	LLM






























21 178225 476150 476175
Field	3	–	adjacent	to	Plough	Lane


























7 178225 475815 475825
8 178225 475825 475850
9 178225 475850 475875


















































































































































5 • 2 1 Piercer	 • LN/EBA 6.49 	






• LN/EBA 61.33 Flakes	removed	all	over.	Retouch	on	one	edge	making	scraper.	Keeled	core	shape.
2 	 	 • BA 50.73 Only	a	few	flake	scars
1 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper	x2 LN-BA 106.00 49.00 15.00 2.16 99.10 S-shape	flake,	concave	scraper	LLM+RLM
2 • 1 2 • Side	Scraper BA 40.00 48.00 23.00 0.83 60.71 Thick	flake,	abrupt	retouch	distal	&	dorsal
3 • 2 1 • Side	&	end	scraper BA 38.00 66.00 19.00 0.57 47.22
Abrupt	retouch	part	dorsal.	RLM	blunted	end	–	scraper.	Later	frost	fracture	on	
ventral	side.
1 • 3 0 • Awl	+	notch BA 37.00 33.00 12.00 1.12 16.38 Wide	notch	at	distal	end.	Retouch	+	point	RLM.	Backed	LLM
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 37.52 Sharp	edge	RLM.	Break	RLM/Distal.
1 • 1 2 • Undefined LN/EBA 6.09 Proximal	end	of	flake,	retouch	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN-BA 18.39 Thick	flake,	90°	tranchet	flake	removal	at	distal.	Concave	LLM	with	retouch.	
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 4.05 Pointed	flake,	broken	across	distal	end.	Retouch	along	RLM
5 178250 475787 475775 	 	 	 No	finds
6 178250 475800 475795 	 	 	 No	finds
1 	 	 Borer BA 52.14 Pointed	flint	with	retouched	concave	curve	to	point.
	 	 1 23.70 	 	
1 • 1 3 • Borer BA 60.00 66.00 16.00 0.90 81.37 Large	flake	with	multiple	retouch,	distal	&	RLM,	LLM.	Borer	on	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA 84.90 RLM	Scraper,	Backed	around	distal	&	LLM
	 	 2 94.34 	 	
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 41.00 29.00 8.00 1.41 13.37 Retouch	at	distal	end.	Backed	part	LLM.
2 • 2 • Piercer/borer BA 50.00 50.00 14.00 1.00 43.44 Retouched	point	corner	proximal/RLM.	Backed	LLM
1 	 • BA 141.60 Core,	one	side	has	been	struck	by	plough	
2 • 1 • 30.07 Has	been	plough	struck	
1 • 2 2 • Borer BA 60.00 50.00 14.00 1.20 38.14 Convex	curve	on	LLM	to	point	with	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Borer BA 40.00 26.00 14.00 1.53 11.95 Point	at	distal	and	centre	LLM.	
3 • 1 3 • 	 33.88 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 56.00 47.00 22.00 1.19 59.32 Retouched	around	distal	end	&	RLM
2 	 	 BA-MBA 58.20 Bashed	lump
	 	 1 24.74 	 	
13 178250 475975 475950 1 • 2 2 • End	scraper BA 13.30 Retouch	at	distal	end,	backed	RLM	
1 • 3 0 • Notch E-Neo 29.00 39.00 7.00 0.74 8.24 Notch	+	retouch	to	inside	at	distal.	Heavily	patinated	(white)	flake.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 42.00 26.00 6.00 1.61 7.82 Scraper	on	blunted	distal	end.	Notches	RLM	&	LLM.	Point	at	proximal.
3 • 3 0 • Awl BA 43.00 43.00 13.00 1.00 23.24 Point	centre	RLM,	concave	area	below	with	retouch.	Backed	distal	break	&	LLM
4 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 5.94 Proximal	flake	with	diagonal	break	RLM	to	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 1.90 	
1 3 0 • Axe	fragment LN-BA 20.53 Fragment	of	small	axe	tool.
	 	 1 54.13 	 	
Field	1	–	adjacent	to	A4155
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22 178225 476175 476200
Shiplake	Farm OS	Grid	Co-ordinates
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14 178250 476000 475975
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2 • 3 0 • Notch BA 22.71 Wide	notch	+	retouch	RLM.	Backed	LLM
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 25.06 Retouch	on	1	side	&	along	concave	curve	-	Spokeshave	and	extends	around	end
16 178250 476050 476025 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 60.00 32.00 17.00 1.87 25.89 Sharp	LLM	has	bilateral	retouch.	Backed	Dorsal,	RLM	&	proximal




• E-Neo 37.80 • • Keeled	Core.	Retouch	on	1	edge	forming	cutting	edge.	9	flake	scars
2 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 3.51 Medial	flake.	Retouch	along	RLM	and	break
3 	 	 Cutting	edge BA 11.91 Thermal	flake,	retouch	one	end,	sharp	edge
1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN-BA 22.00 26.00 7.00 0.84 3.75 Retouch	RLM	&	distal	
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 22.00 Abrupt	retouch	distal	&	RLM.
3 • 1 1 • Piercer/borer BA-MBA 55.07 Point	corner	distal/RLM.	Retouch	RLM
	 	 1 4.45 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Piercer Tool LN/EBA 73.00 47.00 32.00 1.55 90.38 • • Large	"keeled"	base	core	tool	with	very	long	point,	retouch	around	point.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 63.00 37.00 14.00 1.70 32.94 Retouch	convex	RLM	to	distal.	LLM	missing	
3 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper LN/EBA 46.00 36.00 10.00 1.27 24.07 Point	LLM	+	retouch.	Scraper	distal	end.
4 • 3 0 •
Cutting	tool	and/or	
awl
LN-BA 56.00 38.00 16.00 1.47 38.07 Point	LLM/proximal.	LLM	sharp	edge	with	poss	use-wear	damage.	RLM	part	backed.	
5 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 10.07
Proximal	end.	Retouch	LLM	?cutting.	Retouch	RLM	small	point	made	at	corner	with	
break.	Parallel	blade	dorsal	flake	scar
6 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 50.00 45.00 16.00 1.11 33.66 Abrupt	retouch	on	break	at	LLM,	backed	RLM.	Blunted	corner	RLM/distal.
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 44.00 44.00 22.00 1.00 33.78 Bilateral	retouch	LLM	&	break	proximal	end.
	 	 2 33.92 	 	
1 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 34.00 46.00 8.00 0.73 17.21
Abrupt	retouch	along	distal.	Part	backed	RLM	&	LLM.	Central	ridge	on	dorsal	with	
flake	scar	either	side.
2 • 2 1 • Awl BA 12.26
Diagonal	break	Distal/RLM-Proximal/LLM.	Backed	along	break	&	RLM.	Point	+	
retouch	corner	Distal/RLM	break
	 	 1 28.30 	 	
1 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 57.00 41.00 16.00 1.39 40.08 Cutting	edge	RLM.		Backed	LLM.
	 	 1 21.62 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 45.00 38.00 8.00 1.18 18.62 All	margins	have	abrupt	retouch.	Concave	curve	lower	RLM	has	wear	+	scraper.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN-BA 58.00 42.00 11.00 1.38 31.28 LLM	side	scraper,	Backed	distal	&	RLM.
3 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 61.81 Abrupt	retouch	on	distal	end	of	thick	primary	flake.	Scraper	has	abrasive	wear.
4 1 3 • Pounder/grinder Tool Neo-BA 82.04
Small	half	ball	nodule,	flake	removals	from	50%.	Rounded	bottom	has	wear	as	
though	been	used	to	grind	or	pound.
5 2 1 • Cutting	tool Cutting	tool Neo-BA 41.42
Flint	has	a	5-10mm	strip	of	invasive	retouch	along	both	sides	of	one	edge.	No	
obvious	function	but	it	does	resemble	the	profile	of	an	animal	head	?Art/talisman?
	 	 2 30.75 	 	
1 178275 475690 475700 	 	 	 No	finds
1 Piercer BA 38.86 RLM	retouched	to	give	25mm	pointed	proximal,	blunted,	end.	
2 	 	 Scraper BA – Large	nodule,	?	heavy	duty	scraper	326g
3 178275 475725 475750 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 73.00 54.00 16.00 1.35 74.00
Large	flat	flake,	retouch	on	all	margins.	Part	invasive	retouch	dorsal	&	ventral	sides.	
RLM	has	alternate	removals	from	edge.	Plough	strike	on	LLM.	Part	patination.












































20 178250 476150 476125
21 178250 476175 476150
22 178250 476183 476175
15 178250 476025 476015
18 178250 476100 476075
19 178250 476125 476100






















































































































































1 	 	 	 • E-Neo 56.59 • • Exhausted	core,	9	flake	scars
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 8.13 Sharp	edge	LLM	with	use	wear.	
3 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA 21.49 Scraper	at	distal	end.	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
1 	 	 2 26.49 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 36.30 Retouch	along	LLM	and	distal	end.	RLM	break	+	plough	damage
2 • 2 1 • Awl BA 7.21 Distal	end	has	point	+	retouch.	Backed	on	break	and	LLM
3 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 27.00 38.00 9.00 0.71 12.24 Fine	retouch	along	LLM,	RLM	and	distal.	Diagonal	break	across	distal	to	RLM	
4 	 	 Awl/Piercer BA-MBA 6.29 Expedient	tool,	point	at	corner,	retouched
	 	 1 34.14 	 	
1 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 138.95 Expedient	tool,	point	at	corner,	retouched
2 • 3 0 Cutting	tool E-Neo 23.24 Parallel	blade	type	flake	scars	on	dorsal.
2 57.62 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool 	 BA-MBA 53.00 64.00 17.00 0.82 75.37 Poor	knapping,	part	retouch	all	margins
2 3 0 • Core	tool	–	scraper • BA 41.49 Core	fragment.	Retouch	+	abrasion	1	edge
3 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 151.93 Expedient	tool,	retouch	around	point
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 32.00 35.00 9.00 0.91 13.81 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	distal	&	proximal
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 11.96 Backed	diagonal	break	Distal/RLM,	abrupt	retouch.
3 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 17.00 22.00 5.00 0.77 1.85 Point	on	distal	end.
	 	 2 115.64 	 Both	previously	knapped
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 30.00 44.00 8.00 0.68 12.67 Convex	cutting	edge	LLM/distal.	Backed	distal/RLM
2 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper LN-BA 29.00 33.00 9.00 0.87 9.83 Deep	concave	curve	proximal/RLM.	Backed	distal	&	LLM.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 30.00 27.00 7.00 1.10 5.63 	
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 51.00 38.00 13.00 1.34 48.78 	
	 	 2 27.22 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 72.00 72.00 18.00 1.00 146.27 Large	flake,	RLM	has	sharp	edge+use	wear
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN-BA 33.00 24.00 7.00 1.37 5.11 Invasive	retouch	LLM,	retouch	RLM.	2	parallel	flake	scars	on	dorsal.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN-BA 5.70 Proximal	end	of	flake,	retouch	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined LN-BA 32.00 20.00 8.00 1.60 4.78 ?Scraper	LLM/Proximal	end.	Backed	RLM
5 • 3 0 • Awl BA 33.00 33.00 11.00 1.00 16.30 Point	+retouch	RLM.	Backed	on	dorsal.
6 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 32.00 24.00 8.00 1.33 6.77 Pointed	distal+retouch.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM
7 	 • BA 81.57 6	flake	scars.
8 • 3 0 • Piercer/borer BA 46.89 Point	RLM	is	focus	of	retouch
9 • 2 1 	 • 	 39.00 25.00 10.00 1.56 8.46 	
10 • 3 0 	 • 	 2.45 	
11 • 1 3 	 • 	 10.49 	
1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 22.00 24.00 4.00 0.91 2.83 • Point	distal/RLM	corner.	Backed	RLM&LLM
2 • 3 0 • Nosed	Scraper LN/EBA 25.00 25.00 6.00 1.00 4.34 • • Abrupt	retouch	on	point	at	distal	end	&	either	side.	Backed	LLM,	RLM	&	proximal.
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 31.00 33.00 5.00 0.93 6.70 LLM	sharp	edge,	backed	RLM
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 26.35 Point	LLM/proximal	&	Distal/RLM	both	have	retouch	around.	Backed	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 54.92 Disc-shaped,	plough	damaged	at	proximal
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 6.03 	
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 32.74 	
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1 • 3 0 •
?Denticulate	
edge/cutting	tool
LN/EBA 35.00 33.00 6.00 1.06 7.04 Distal	end	has	3	points.	Backed	RLM&LLM
2 • 3 0 • Awl	+	piercer E-Neo 38.00 33.00 7.00 1.15 13.85 Point	with	notch	either	side	LLM.	Point	LLM/distal.	Abrupt	retouch	distal	end
3 • 3 0 • Borer LN-BA 39.74 Retouched	in	many	areas	suggesting	combination	tool
4 • 1 3 • Scraper BA 9.20 Scraper	at	distal	end.
5 • 1 	 • 	 18.71 	
15 178275 476043 476050 1 • 2 1 • Notch BA 24.00 43.00 9.00 0.55 11.29 Notch	on	distal	end,	backed	RLM	&	LLM
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 53.00 33.00 12.00 1.60 27.11 Bilateral	retouch	RLM.	Retouch	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 18.03 Retouch	RLM.	Diagonal	break	RLM-LLM
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 30.00 40.00 10.00 0.75 9.06 	
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 40.00 54.00 13.00 0.74 42.41 Convex	distal/LLM	sharp	edge	+	damage.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.50 Proximal	end.	Retouch	both	LLM	&	RLM.	Horizontal	break.
1 • 1 3 • End	scraper BA 46.00 30.00 11.00 1.53 15.35
Abrupt	retouch	around	distal	end	and	extending	down	RLM.	Backed	part	LLM,	
remainder	cortex.
	 	 1 48.25 	 Previously	knapped
19 178275 476125 476150 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 12.79 • •
Fine	abrupt	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.	Diagonal	break	with	distal	end	missing.	Thin	flake	
with	triangular	x-section.
20 178275 476150 476171 	 	 	 No	finds
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 22.00 16.00 3.00 1.37 1.70 Small	blade,	backed	RLM	&	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Awl	+	notch BA 25.00 38.00 7.00 0.68 5.84 Bulb	removed	-	notch.	Awl	LLM	+	retouch
3 • 2 1 • Awl/piercer BA 24.00 52.00 10.00 0.46 11.74 Point	made	on	distal	by	notch	+	retouch.	
4 • 1 2 • Piercer BA 52.00 21.00 12.00 26.00 11.00 Pointed	flake,	retouch	at	distal	&	part	RLM
5 • 1 2 • Scraper BA 43.00 45.00 18.00 0.95 37.00 Abrupt	retouch	distal,	RLM	&	part	LLM.	Damaged	point	distal/RLM.
6 Undefined BA 140.21 Retouch	all	margins,	scraper	RLM/distal
7 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 46.65 Thick	flake.	Retouch	all	margins,	flat	RLM
8 • 3 0 • End	scraper E-Neo 34.00 22.00 5.00 1.54 4.37 Thin	flake	abrupt	retouch	distal,	backed	LLM.	Heavy	patination	=	creamy	white
9 • 1 3 	 • 	 0.81 		
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 32.00 29.00 8.00 1.10 7.68 Point	Distal.	Backed	distal,	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 1 2 • Undefined BA 18.13
Plough	damage	part	distal	to	LLM.	Natural	protrusion	RLM	with	abrupt	retouch	on	
end.	Retouch	LLM	to	break.
3 	 	 • – Oblong	flint,	pitted	2	sides	from	hitting.	94.48g
4 • 3 	 • 	 1.35 	
	 	 1 12.40 	 	
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 38.00 34.00 12.00 1.11 15.76 Abrupt	+	invasive	retouch	distal.	Backed	LLM.	Awl	made	centre	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 40.00 23.00 14.00 1.73 17.96 Invasive	retouch	over	whole	of	dorsal.	
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 34.00 18.00 5.00 1.88 3.26 RLM	has	?denticulate	edge.	Backed	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Piercer	/	Awl LN-BA 2.60 Point	Distal/LLM.	Backed	distal	&	RLM.
5 • 2 1 •
Concave	+	side	
scraper
BA 49.00 45.00 17.00 1.08 45.00
Concave	curve	LLM	to	distal	-	retouch	+	abrasion.	Abrupt	retouch	convex	curve	
RLM/distal	end,	backed	remainder.
6 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 71.48 Blunt	end	with	retouch,	backed	opposite.
	 	 1 20.91 	 	

















































































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 49.00 43.00 13.00 1.13 42.50 Convex	LLM	is	serrated.	Backed	on	RLM	&	distal	end.
2 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 49.00 53.00 10.00 0.93 29.84 Distal	end	has	curve	with	a	damaged	cutting	edge.	Backed	on	LLM.	
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 18.79 Proximal	end	of	flake.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM
4 • 2 1 • Concave	 BA 39.00 29.00 25.00 1.34 23.40 Abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Convex	curve	+	retouch	RLM
5 • 1 3 • Borer BA 33.00 33.00 6.00 1.00 9.17 Retouch	on	75%	edges	incl.	concave	area.
6 • 2 1 	 • 	 4.00 	
7 • 2 1 	 • 	 0.58 	
1 • 3 0 • Knife E-Neo 59.00 32.00 8.00 1.84 14.88 • • Cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed	part	distal.	
2 • 1 2 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 36.00 62.00 16.00 0.58 36.22 Backed	cutting	tool.		Retouch	LLM,	distal	and	RLM
3 • 1 3 • Borer BA 48.00 28.00 8.00 1.71 11.65 Scraper	at	distal	end,	notch	beside.	Backed	RLM
4 • 2 2 	 • BA 40.00 28.00 8.00 1.42 10.48 Sharp	edge	RLM,	minor	retouch.
5 • 3 0 • Scraper BA 12.78 Retouch	on	one	side
1 • 3 0 • Undefined Meso 28.00 16.00 5.00 1.75 1.90 ª • Small	flake	with	notch,	retouch	all	margins
2 • 3 0 • Broken	blade E-Neo 1.74 • Proximal	end	+	notch,	retouch	all	margins
3 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 12.52
Diagonal	break	distal/RLM-LLM.	Backed	along	break.	Abrupt	retouch	RLM.	Wide	
notch	+	retouch	LLM.
4 • 1 3 • Piercer BA 43.09
Bulb	and	platform	removed,	point	at	proximal	end	with	retouch	all	around.	Backed	
mid	LLM	and	part	dorsal.
5 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 76.81 Long	broken	point	at	distal	end.	Backed	LLM.
6 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 38.00 25.00 8.00 1.52 7.68 Chert	or	very	cherty	flint.	Retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 3.84 Proximal	end.	Sharp	edge	+	retouch	RLM.	Backed	LLM.	
8 • 2 1 Scraper	+	Notch LN-BA 29.00 38.00 9.00 0.76 14.39 Abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Notch	+	retouch	RLM
9 • 1 2 • Scraper LN-BA 6.64 Distal	end	-	abrupt	retouch.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM
10 • 2 1 	 • 	 0.91 	
11 	 	 • 	 Medium	Hammerstone,	heavily	pitted.	141.50
1 • 3 0 • Side	&	end	scraper LN/EBA 43.00 33.00 10.00 1.30 14.75 • LLM	side	&	distal	end	scraper,	backed	RLM
2 • 1 3 •
Concave	+	side	
scraper
LN/EBA 34.00 38.00 10.00 0.89 18.27 • LLM	side	&	distal	concave	scraper,	backed	RLM.	Poss.	Nosed	scraper	RLM/distal
3 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 51.00 34.00 8.00 1.50 16.96 • •
Distal	end	has	3	points	one	near	LLM	is	long.	Backed	LLM.	RLM	has	wide	concave	
curve	with	invasive	retouch	which	fits	finger	when	handling.
4 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 25.00 25.00 6.00 1.00 4.65 • • Small	flake	with	serrated	distal	end,	backed	LLM	&	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer LN-BA 38.00 32.00 8.00 1.18 11.00 Point	at	corner	distal/LLM.	Retouch	LLM	and	along	broken	RLM	edge.
6 • 1 2 • Cutting	tool BA 53.00 39.00 13.00 1.35 38.89 Sharp	edge	at	distal	end.	Backed	LLM	and	proximal.	Abraded	along	RLM.
7 • LN-BA 40.69 Exhausted	core,	retouched	on	many	sides
8 • Meso 9.76 small	exhausted	core
1 • 3 0 • Awl	+	notch LN/EBA 27.00 19.00 8.00 1.42 3.67 Small	point	with	retouch	LLM/distal.	Notch	+	backed	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Piercer/borer BA 74.00 59.00 30.00 1.25 108.08 Primary	nodule	with	long	point	+	retouch	all	around.	Backed	to	facilitate	handling.
3 • 1 2 • Borer BA 92.58
Primary	nodule	with	point	+	retouch	all	around.	Extensive	retouch	all	over.	Has	
natural	"handle"	curving	from	point.
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5 • 3 0 • Piercer	-	Discoidal E-Neo 59.00 45.00 7.00 1.31 28.50 • • Long	piercer	made	on	RLM	of	discoidal	flake.	Backed	LLM.
6 	 	 • E-Neo 52.52 • • Worked	out	core	with	8	flake	removal	scars.
1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool E-Neo 72.00 50.00 14.00 1.44 33.00 • •
Long	pointed	flake	with	abrupt	retouch	on	end	forming	scraper.	Retouch	on	all	
margins	and	dorsal	ridge.	Possibly	converted	piercer.




3 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 12.00
Proximal	end.	Small	point	centre	LLM	and	at	break.	Retouch	along	LLM	backed	on	
break	and	RLM.	Patinated	-	white.
4 • 2 1 Undefined BA 21.57 Proximal	end.	
1 	 	 Borer • Neo-BA 311.04
Pointed	nodule	with	retouch	all	over.	Part	pitted	suggesting	previous	hammerstone.	
Unusual	shaped	flint	would	this	have	significance	in	prehistory?
2 • 1 2 • Piercer	 BA 44.00 34.00 11.00 1.29 26.48 Abrupt	retouch	on	point,	backed	LLM	&	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 20.00 20.00 6.00 1.00 2.58 Pointed	distal+retouch.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM
1 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 90.00 33.00 11.00 2.72 35.25 •
Long	pointed	flake	with	abrupt	retouch	around	damaged	point.	Invasive	retouch	
along	ventral	side	of	LLM	&	along	RLM.	
2 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA 42.00 32.00 8.00 1.32 12.29 Sharp	edge	RLM,	deep	curve	with	retouch	at	proximal	end.	Backed	LLM	and	distal.	
3 • 2 1 • Borer BA 24.00 25.00 6.00 0.96 5.47 Point	at	corner	LLM	and	distal	end.	Backed	around	RLM.
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 3.00 	
5 • 3 0 • Awl BA 2.36 	Pointed	flake	with	retouch	near	end.
1 • 1 3 • Side	Scraper BA 52.00 52.00 13.00 1.00 39.89 Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM.	Backed	distal	&	LLM.	Plough	damage	to	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 2.70 Proximal	end,	retouch	on	RLM.
3 	 • – Large	flint	hammerstone	heavily	pitted.	690g
4 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool BA 31.96 •
Broad	flake,	abrupt	retouch	at	proximal	removing	bulb	and	platform.	Retouch	and	
use	wear	cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed	at	distal	end.	Point	Proximal/RLM	corner.
5 	 	 Piercer Neo-BA 26.86 Pointed	natural	flake	with	extensive	retouch
6 • 2 1 • Awl Neo-BA 4.85 Medial	flake,	point	and	retouch	on	RLM.	Backed	LLM
1 30.46
1 • 3 0 • Awl	 LN/EBA 20.16 Proximal	end.	Point	LLM.	Notch	+	retouch	RLM.	Retouch	along	sharp	edge	at	break.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool	 BA 23.80 Sharp	edge	+	retouch	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	RLM.
3 	 	 • 	 108.32 Half	nodule,	retouch	over	break.	Pitted	on	end.
4 	 	 End	&	Side	Scraper BA 340.00 Large	half	nodule	abrupt	retouch	around	edges.	Expediant	tool.	340g
1 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 79.00 64.00 38.00 1.23 200.13 Scraper	LLM/distal.	Retouch	part	RLM
2 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge BA 44.29 Denticulate	edge	LLM.	Backed	distal.
3 	 	 Chopper BA 172.34 Bilateral	retouch	to	sharp	edge,	retouch	all	over.
4 	 	 • 	 – Small	hammerstone.	94.33g
	 	 2 50.22 	 Previously	knapped
1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 25.00 28.00 5.00 0.89 5.04 Blunted	point	RLM/distal.	Invasive	retouch	LLM.	Retouch	RLM.
2 	 	 • 	 – Small	round	hammerstone,	pitted	all	over.	96.88g
	 	 1 12.00 	 	
178307 476061 SPOT • 3 0 • Denticulate	edge BA 70.95 Large	flake,	Sharp	edge	with	points	LLM.
1 • 2 2 • Denticulate	edge BA 38.00 30.00 9.00 1.26 11.11 Points	along	RLM.	Backed	LLM.	Retouch	at	distal	end.
2 	 	 Cutting	edge BA 29.67 Pot-lid	with	fine	retouch	around	all	edges.
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 42.28 	
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1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 31.00 37.00 10.00 0.83 14.40 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.	Backed	on	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 38.00 43.00 12.00 0.88 18.38 Abrupt	retouch	on	point	at	distal	end.	Sharp	edge	on	RLM.
3 • 2 2 • Borer BA 60.11 Retouched	edges.	Broad	point	on	one	corner.
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 26.00 17.00 6.00 1.52 3.55 Small	flake	with	serrated	edge	+	plough	damage	along	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 20.00 26.00 5.00 0.80 2.84 Fine	retouch	along	distal	with	small	point.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 6.31 Proximal	end,	retouched	edges.	?	Tool
20 178300 476150 476165 	 	 	 No	finds
1 178325 475664 475675 	 	 	 No	finds
1 • 1 2 • End	scraper LN/EBA 50.00 50.00 12.00 1.00 46.96 • Discoidal	flake,	abrupt	retouch	at	distal.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN-BA 2.48 Proximal	end,	fine	retouch	RLM	to	break.
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 60.00 41.00 11.00 1.46 31.08 •
Tip	at	proximal	end	missing,	Abrupt	retouch	+	abrasion	mid-LLM	to	break.	RLM	has	
part	retouch	along	jagged	cutting	edge.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 35.00 31.00 15.00 1.12 15.24 Point	made	on	distal/RLM	by	notch	+	fine	retouch.	Backed	along	RLM	&	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA 35.00 27.00 8.00 1.29 8.41 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Backed	LLM	
4 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 2.33 •
Medial	blade	flake,	triangular	X-section,	white	patination.	Small	point	with	very	fine	
retouch	RLM/proximal	break.
5 • 2 2 • Side	scraper BA-MBA 106.39 Poor	knapping,	abrupt	retouch	on	RLM
6 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 118.96 Retouched	around	point	and	over	all	sides
	 	 2 47.40 	 	
4 178325 475735 475750 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 7.28 Small	point	+	retouch	RLM,	backed	proximal.	Heavy	patination	-	white.
1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 33.00 37.00 8.00 0.89 8.82
Distal	end	slight	concave	with	serrated	edge.	RLM	has	straight	serrated	edge	with	
distinct	point	at	distal	end.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 2 2 • Scraper Paleo 86.77
Large	flake,	Steep	abrupt	retouch	to	distal	&	RLM.	Heavy	parination	-	thick	white.	
Later	(plough)	damage	to	proximal	end	
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 64.35 Flake	removals	from	one	side,	thermal	reverse.	Retouch	on	3	margins.
1 • 2 1 • Borer BA 32.00 48.00 13.00 0.66 17.97
Broad	point	made	on	distal/RLM	corner	by	notch	each	side	+	retouch	to	blunt	end.	
2nd	point	RLM/Proximal	corner,	damaged.
2 Chopper BA 81.91
Oblong	nodule	with	flakes	removed	from	one	platform.	Concave	scraper	-	long	edge,	
abrupt	retouch	-		chopper	one	end
1 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 33.00 29.00 10.00 1.13 9.78 Retouch	at	distal	end	broken	point	
2 • 2 1 • Piercer	/	Awl BA 4.43 3	long	points	+	retouch	between:	distal	-	RLM	&	LLM	(broken),	centre	LLM.
3 • 1 2 • BA 11.82 Medial	flake,	concave	LLM/proximal	break	+	retouch	+	abrasion.	Backed	distal	break
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 43.00 56.00 19.00 0.76 37.07 Concave	RLM	with	retouch.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	distal/RLM.
5 • 3 0 	 • 	 2.68 	
6 • 1 3 	 • 	 25.77 	
7 Scraper 1 96.41 – Burnt	flint,	previously	a	side	scraper
	 	 1 58.56 	 Previously	knapped
1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA-MBA 41.10 Poor	knapping,	abrupt	retouch	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 	 • 	 24.28 	
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 19.78 	
9 178325 475850 475875 1 	 	 • BA 30.31 Small	worked	out	core	many	removals
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1 • 3 0 • Undefined E-Neo 8.49 Proximal/LLM	fragment	with	semi-abrupt	retouch	on	LLM.
2 • 3 0 	 • 	 27.00 21.00 6.00 1.28 3.55 	
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 5.05 	
4 	 	 Scraper BA-MBA 55.09 Expedient	tool,	retouch	on	short	edge.
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 31.70 RLM	has	sharp	edge,	distal	end	modified	for	haft
2 	 	 Concave	scraper BA-MBA 28.49
Y-shaped	flake,	retouch	along	concave	curve.	Possibly	hafted	abrasion	on	both	sides	
of	pointed	end.
3 	 	 Cutting	edge BA-MBA 32.30 Sharp	edge	+	retouch/use	wear.	Retouch	over	1	side
	 	 1 103.21 	 	 	
4 	 	 	 • BA 64.76 Core	fragment,	only	one	flake	removal
5 • 3 0 	 • 	 7.66 	
6 	 	 Denticulate BA-MBA 99.42 Jagged	edge	on	one	side,	made	by	notches.
1 • 2 2 • End	Scraper BA 45.00 33.00 10.00 1.36 22.40 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Backed	LLM	
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 12.64 Crude	fragment,	bilateral	retouch	on	edge.
	 	 1 23.49 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 47.00 30.00 13.00 1.56 16.95 •
RLM	has	sharp	edge,	backed	by	semi	abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	ventral	side	and	
short	distal	end	dorsal	side.
2 • 2 1 • End	&	Side	scraper LN/EBA 19.00 48.00 9.00 0.39 9.00 •
Broad,	narrow	flake.	Semi-abrupt	retouch	RLM.	Backed	with	semi-abrupt	retouch	
part	distal	end.
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 50.00 67.00 12.00 0.74 49.34
Broad	flake,	thick	LLM	&	RLM	with	retouch	on	edges.	Distal	cutting	edge	has	semi	
abrupt	retouch	LLM.	
2 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 62.00 26.00 24.00 2.38 43.00
Very	thick	"flake"	Retouch	on	LLM	at	distal	making	scraper.	Bilateral	retouch	centre	
LLM.	Backed	RLM.
	 	 1 55.63 	 Previously	knapped
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 39.00 45.00 16.00 0.86 42.46 Points	+	retouch	LLM/distal	end.	Backed	RLM.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.,	
2 	 	 Borer BA 38.36 Concave	curve	at	end	with	retouched	point	and	abrasion.
1 • 1 3 • Scraper BA 33.00 41.00 15.00 0.80 38.42 Thick	flake,	abrupt	retouch	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 4.96 RLM	missing.	Abrupt	retouch	distal	end,	Backed	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 36.00 17.00 5.00 2.11 3.14 Point	RLM	near	distal,	backed	lower	RLM.
	 	 1 32.45 	 	
18 178325 476075 476092 	 	 	 No	finds
1 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge LN-BA 58.00 39.00 12.00 1.48 26.00 D-shape,	sharp	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.
2 • 3 0 •
Cutting	tool	-	
?hafted
LN-BA 56.00 31.00 12.00 1.80 22.87
Narrow	"shaft"	at	proximal	end	suggests	hafted	tool.	Sharp	RLM	with	used	wear.	
Denticulate	LLM,	3	points.
3 • 1 3 • End	Scraper BA 43.00 43.00 17.00 1.00 30.41 Rounded	distal	end	with	abrupt	retouch.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 34.66 Poor	knapping,	retouch	along	break	&	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Notch BA 49.45 Notch	LLM	&	RLM.	Backed	on	break	across	distal.
	 	 1 19.37 	 	
20 178325 475125 476150 	 	 	 No	finds
21 178325 476150 476175 1 • 2 1 •
Side	and	end	
scraper
BA 33.00 41.00 15.00 0.80 21.57 Broad	flake.	End	scraper	at	distal/RLM	corner.	Abrupt	retouch	distal.	Backed	LLM.
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1 178350 475675 475660 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 44.00 55.00 21.00 0.80 53.57
Wedge	flake,	thick	proximal	+	invasive	retouch	for	handling.	Thin	distal	with	25mm	
sharpened	edge	between	2	points	either	end	giving	a	wide	U	profile.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Scraper BA 9.81 Distal	end	of	broken	flake.	Retouch	around	and	down	LLM.
3 	 	 Scraper BA 43.14 Invasive	retouch	on	end.
4 	 	 Borer BA 138.51 Large	pointed	nodule	with	retouch	all	over.
	 	 1 56.93 	 	 	
2 178350 475700 475675 1 •									LN/EBA 117.39
Core	-	with	possible	arrowhead	flake	removals	from	top	and	bottom	(see	Butler	
157).	May	have	also	be	a	scraper.
2 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 60.00 49.00 25.00 1.22 68.62 Distal	end	scraper.	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 41.00 20.00 5.00 2.05 4.00
Small	flake	with	central	dorsal	ridge.	Cutting	edge	RLM	with	use	wear	damage.	
Proximal	end	has	been	thinned	and	shaped	forming	shaft	for	hafting.
4 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA 10.00 Flake	fragment,	narrow	end	has	semi-abrupt	retouch.	
5 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 34.00 45.00 10.00 0.70 18.50 Soft	hammer	flake.	Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Undefined LN-BA 123.33
Large	"slab"	flake.	Thick	RLM	has	abrasion	on	dorsal	and	ventral	edges	and	partial	
retouch.	Backed	LLM	and	on	dorsal	side.
	 	 2 34.48 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 38.00 18.00 10.00 2.11 7.00 RLM	cutting	edge	+	retouch,	backed	distal	
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 2.38
Medial	flake,	dorsal	scar	suggests	previous	blade	flake.	Point	at	LLM/	proximal,	
baked	along	break	and	LLM.	
3 • 3 0 • Piercer	/	Awl BA 27.13
Proximal	end	of	thick	flake,	point	+	retouch	LLM	and	distal	end/break.	Extensive	
retouch	at	distal	-	scraper	on	side	near	RLM	corner.	Part	backed	LLM	&	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 13.69
Flake	has	2	breaks,	leaving	RLM	and	distal	end.	Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	break	
with	point	at	distal	end	corner.
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 4.75 	
6 • 2 • Scraper	+	Notch BA
Thick	distal	flake,	retouch	and	scraper	on	distal	end.	Notch	+	retouch	on	one	margin,	
Backed	on	other	margins.
4 178350 475747 475725 1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 7.56
Proximal	end	has	been	modified	making	points	at	RLM	and	LLM	corners.	Backed	at	
broken	distal	end	and	part	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN-BA 8.31 Retouched	along	brake	across	distal	end.	Backed	part	RLM	&	LLM.	
3 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 34.00 16.00 8.00 2.15 3.89 Abrupt	retouch	distal,	backed	RLM	&	LLM
4 • 2 2 • Concave	scraper	x2 LN-BA 62.00 38.00 11.00 1.63 34.09
Concave	curve	lower	RLM/proximal	with	retouch	and	abrasion.	Retouch	along	LLM	
&	distal.	2nd	scraper	RLM	at	distal	end.	
5 	 	 Cut/chopping	tool BA 113.93
Possibly	a	core	fragment,	flake	removals	on	sides.	Narrow	end	is	sharp	with	use	
wear	evidence.
6 • 1 3 •
Concave	scraper	x2	
+	?borer
BA 88.00 68.00 38.00 1.29 209.68
Large	primary	flake	with	damage	to	pointed	end.	Concave	scrapers	on	LLM	&	RLM	
with	retouch	+	abrasion.
	 	 	 2 43.79 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 32.00 36.00 10.00 0.88 14.49 Point	at	corner	LLM	and	proximal	end.	LLM	cutting	edge..
2 • 1 3 • Cutting	edge BA 44.00 50.00 22.00 0.88 65.05 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.
3 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 43.00 Damaged	point	at	LLM	&	distal.	Backed	part	distal/RLM




























































































































































































1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 12.31
Proximal	end	of	flake,	retouch	LLM	with	point	and	notch	at	break.	Retouch	on	RLM	
forming	small	protrusion	at	centre.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 6.88 Flake	fragment	with	fine	retouch	along	sharp	straight	edge	
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 22.00 25.00 7.00 0.88 3.56 Small	flake,	Retouch	around	distal	&	RLM.
4 	 Concave	scraper BA 40.62 Flake	scars	all	ove,	convex	curve	below	main	platform	with	abrasion	on	edges.
	 	 1 9.80 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 55.00 48.00 12.00 1.14 36.92 RLM	cutting	edge.	Backed	around	distal	&	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 50.00 32.00 10.00 1.56 14.96
S-shaped	flake.	Scraper	RLM,	Notch	LLM	&	distal	end,	Awl	LLM.	Possible	broken	
point	at	distal	end.
3 • 1 3 •
Side,	concave	&	
end	scraper
LN-BA 45.00 43.00 10.00 1.04 24.15
Flake	has	various	convex	&	concave	edges,	those	at	distal	and	RLM	have	been	
utilised	for	scraping.	Backed	with	invasive	retouch	to	ventral	on	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool BA 33.00 60.00 20.00 0.55 45.77 Scraper	LLM/Distal	end.	Point	RLM/distal.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined LN-BA 7.74 Medial	flake,	retouch	along	LLM,	blunted	point	and	worked	notch.
6 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN-BA 8.04
Flake	broken	diagonally	from	distal	to	LLM	at	proximal	end.	Hinge	on	dorsal	end,	
break	has	sharp	edge	with	use	wear.	Part	patinated
8 178350 475850 475825 	 	 1 32.32 Previously	knapped
1 	 • BA 161.89 Cube	with	flake	removals	on	all	sides
2 	 	 • 	 – Medium	size	hammer	stone.	232.07g
3 • 3 	 • 	 5.92 	
	 	 1 20.16 	 	 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge 	 LN/EBA 31.00 20.00 6.00 1.55 3.69 LLM	cutting	edge,	abraded	to	strengthen
2 • 2 2 	 • 	 	 75.92 	
	 	 	 1 27.05 	 	 Previously	knapped
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge 	 BA 47.85 Distal	end	has	cutting	edge,	backed	on	break
2 • 1 3 • Piercer	 	 BA 16.51
LLM	has	sharp	curved	edge	with	point	&	retouch.	Backed	at	distal	end	and	part	RLM	
on	ventral	side.
3 	 	 Awl	+	piercer BA 40.05 "Pot	lid"	with	retouch	around	small	point	and	a	2nd	larger	one.
1 • 3 0 • Undefined 	 LN/EBA 40.00 26.00 5.00 1.53 7.28 Fine	retouch	at	distal	end,	part	LLM	&	RLM.	Damage	along	LLM	?cutting	tool.
2 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 83.46 Retouched	to	form	heavy	duty	point	on	one	side.
13 178350 475975 475950 1 • 1 2 • End	Scraper 	 BA 48.00 32.00 18.00 1.50 34.97 Rough	retouch	over	dorsal	side	to	facilitate	handling.	Scraper	on	LLM	&	distal	end.
1 • 1 1 • Piercer/borer 	 BA-MBA 90.31 Pointed	distal	end	with	retouch.
2 • 3 0 	 • 	 	 2.55 	
3 	 	 	 • 	 – Hammer	stone	split	in	half.	214.64g
4 	 	 	 • 	 – Large	cubed	hammer	stone,	?old	core	300g
1 • 2 1 • Notch 	 LN-BA 30.00 25.00 6.00 1.20 8.87 Notch	centre	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool 	 LN/EBA 4.08 Pointed	tip	of	flake,	retouch	LLM	and	RLM.	Abrupt	retouch	on	tip.
3 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool 	 LN-BA 43.00 60.00 13.00 0.71 32.17
LLM	is	missing.	Sharp	distal	end,	point	at	RLM	with	retouch	around.	RLM	has	
invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
4 • 2 1 • Spokeshave 		 BA-MBA 53.00 29.00 15.00 1.82 22.82 RLM	broad	spokeshave	made	from	notch.	Distal	end	retouch	around	broken	point.
5 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer 	 BA 37.72 Proximal	end.	Retouch	around	point	at	RLM/break.	Backed	LLM.
6 	 	 Scraper BA-MBA 184.48 Large	primary	flake,	retouch	on	2	edges.
	 	 	 2 51.39 	 		 	
16 178350 476050 476025 1 • 1 3 • Undefined 	 BA 28.00 38.00 13.00 0.93 16.18 Abrupt	retouch	RLM	&	distal	corner.	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge 	 BA 37.00 30.00 8.00 1.23 13.56 Sharp	edge	+	retouch	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 1 1 • Concave	scraper 	 BA 28.00 35.00 7.00 0.80 7.15 Concave	curve	on	distal	end	with	retouch.
475925 475900
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3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool 	 BA 67.22 Semi-abrupt	retouch	on	RLM	and	around	distal	corner.	
4 • 2 • Concave	scraper 1 44.50 	 Neo-BA 53.00 38.00 18.00 1.39 Burnt	scraper,	retouch	&	edges	still	intact
	 	 1 46.73 	 	
18 178350 476100 476075 1 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool 	 BA-MBA 50.00 50.00 16.00 1.00 58.70 Invasive	retouch	forming	cutting	edge	on	distal	and	RLM
2 • 3 0 • Awl 	 E-Neo 6.67 Proximal	end,	retouch	RLM,	LLM	&	break	Point	lower	RLM.
3 • 1 3 	 • 	 35.00 17.00 6.00 2.05 4.84 	






2 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 48.00 48.00 12.00 1.00 31.90
Abrupt	retouch	on	distal	end.	Notch	and	point	at	end	of	distal/LLM	with	notch	
below	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
	 	 1 31.81 	 	
20 178350 476125 476150 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA-MBA 29.87 Concave	curve	at	distal	with	retouch	and	abrasion.
21 178350 476150 4776175 1 • 3 0 • Awl	/	Piercer LN/EBA 10.00 Points	made	at	distal	and	proximal	ends	by	nothces	either	side.	Backed	on	edges.
22 178350 476175 476200 	 	 	 	 No	finds
23 178350 476200 476211 	 	 	 No	finds
1 178375 475660 475675 1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 63.00 37.00 8.00 1.70 32.67 Scraper	LLM	&	RLM,	Awl	at	Distal/RLM	corner.	Backed	proximal	end.
2 • 3 0 • Scraper LN-BA 13.62 Scraper	at	distal	end,	LLM	&	RLM	missing
	 	 1 32.59 	 	




2 • 2 1 	 • 	 27.00 31.00 8.00 0.87 7.21 	
	 	 2 64.94 	 	
3 178375 475700 475725 1 • 3 0 • Nose	scraper LN/EBA 55.00 41.00 15.00 1.34 49.85 Retouch	at	one	end	to	form	end	scraper.
2 • 2 1 	Thumbnail	blank • 1 18.17 LN/EBA Heated	flake	-	shape	and	size	suggests	thumbnail	scraper	blank.
4 178375 475725 475750 1 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA 57.00 61.00 25.00 0.93 152.82 Large	primary	flake,	part	retouch	RLM.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 1 3 • Piercer	 LN-BA 38.00 23.00 7.00 1.65 6.75
Reuse	of	flake,	retouch	has	cut	through	blue	patination.	Pointed	distal	end	with	
retouch	around.
5 178375 475750 475765 1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 41.00 51.00 6.00 0.83 19.07
Side	scraper	LLM,	Concave	scraper	RLM,	Notch	Lower	RLM	at	proximal	end.	Awl	
distal	end.	Backed	on	distal	end.
2 	 	 • LN/EBA 27.22 Small	core	-	4	flake	scars
3 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 34.00 34.00 12.00 1.00 21.04 Long	point	with	retouch	all	around	made	on	thick	flake.
	 	 2 86.66 	 	
6 178375 475800 475770 1 • 2 2 •
Side	and	end	
scraper
BA 59.00 49.00 11.00 1.20 47.36 Distal	and	RLM	scrapers.Backed	LLM.
2 	 	 Scraper BA 47.69 "Pot	lid"	with	retouch	around	edge.
3 	 	 Borer BA 32.64 Pointed	flake	with	retouch.
7 178375 475825 475800 1 • 3 0 • End	scraper LN/EBA 49.00 38.00 15.00 1.28 20.67 Hevily	patinated	flake,	retouch	at	distal	end
	 	 1 29.06 	 	
8 178375 475850 475825 1 • 1 3 • Undefined LN/EBA 7.62
Proximal	end,	fine	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	?Concave	scraper	Proximal/RLM.	Possible	
2nd	concave	+	side	scraper	LLM	-	semi-abrupt	retouch	to	break.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 16.00 Plough	damage	to	RLM.	Abrupt	retouch	around	distal	end,	backed	LLM.






































































































































































































4 	 	 • BA 27.51 Small	pointed	chunk,	flakes	removed	from	point	to	sharpen.
5 • 2 1 • 	 34.76 	
6 	 	 • 	 Large	hammer	stone	305.67g
	 	 	 1 12.86 	 	
9 178375 475875 475850 1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 4.11
Probable	broken	awl,	fine	retouch	along	LLM,	RLM	&	break.	Broken	protrusion	
LLM/break.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 68.00 33.00 18.00 2.06 41.42
"leaf-shaped"	flake	with	prominent	abraded	dorsal	ridge.	Notch	LLM.	LLM	above	
notch	to	distal	point	has	sharp	edge	with	use	wear	damage.
3 	 	 Scraper BA 90.96 Scraper	on	long	edge.
4 	 	 Borer BA 100.75 "Bashed	lump"	broad	point	has	retouch.
	 	 1 25.42 	 	
10 187375 475900 475875 1 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 40.00 31.00 6.00 1.29 10.36 Point	at	distal/RLM	corner.	Abrupt	retouch	on	LLM	forming	scraper.	
	 	 	 2 45.76 	 	
11 1787375 475925 475900 	 	 	 No	finds
12 178375 475950 475925 1 • 3 0 •
Serrated	edge	
and/or	Awl
LN/EBA 24.00 26.00 7.00 0.92 4.75
RLM	has	serrations	+	use	wear,	point	at	RLM/proximal	end.	Backed	on	all	other	
margins	with	fine	abrupt	retouch.
2 • 1 2 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 32.00 30.00 7.00 1.06 8.31 LLM	straight	edge	with	sharpening	retouch
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 47.00 40.00 13.00 1.17 32.68 Straight	edge	has	bilateral	sharpening	retouch	
	 	 2 76.53 	 	
13 178375 475975 475950 1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 6.33
Distal	end.	RLM	has	slight	concave	curve	with	sharpened	edge	between	2	small	
points.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 50.00 17.00 8.00 2.94 6.09
Pointed	"blade"	flake	with	triangular	X-section.	Backed	by	fine	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.	
Retouch	at	distal	to	accentuate	point
3 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 47.00 33.00 10.00 1.42 14.40 Distal	end	curves	to	blunted	point	at	RLM.	Backed	LLM	near	proximal	end.
4 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 45.00 27.00 12.00 1.66 16.90 ?Broken	point	at	distal	end.	Backed	RLM.
13 178375 475975 475950 5 • 2 1 • Awl	x2 BA 7.21 Distal	end	with	abrupt	retouch.	Broken	point	on	RLM.	Point	made	on	LLM	at	break.
6 	 	 Borer BA 37.77
Pointed	natural	flake	with	retouch	and	abrasion	along	ridges	to	facilitate	handling.	
Some	damage	to	point.
7 • 3 0 	 • 	 1.39 	
	 	 1 15.22 	 	
14 178375 476000 475975 1 	 	 • LN/EBA 12.52 Small	worked	out	core.	Rolled	&	abraded
2 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 20.87 Proximal	end	of	square	flint.	RLM	scraper,
3 • 2 2 • Borer BA 54.90
3	flake	removals.	Nodule	curves	to	blunt	point	with	retouch	around	suggesting	
borer.	Curve	has	retouch	and	abrasion.	
4 • 2 1 Multi	Tool Piercer BA 60.73 Long	point	made	on	corner.	Backed	by	retouch	on	sides	and	edgs	for	handling.
15 178375 476025 476000 1 • 1 3 • Discoidal	Knife E-Neo 42.00 38.00 10.00 1.10 20.63 • • Discoidal	flake,	abrupt	retouch	at	proximal.	Heavy	patination	-	white.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 47.00 30.00 10.00 1.56 14.00
Notch	+	retouch	&	abrasion	LLM.	Fine	retouch	RLM	close	to	disatl	end.	Retouch	
around	damaged	point	at	distal	end.	Cutting	edge	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Scraper LN-BA 17.55 Proximal	end.	Semi-abrupt	retouch	LLM,	backed	on	break.
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 4.18 	
	 	 2 30.25 	 Both	previously	knapped,	one	is	a	flake.
16 178375 476050 476025 1 	 Scraper BA 130.88 Few	flake	scars	from	1	platform	+	retouch	to	make	scraper
2 • 2 1 	 • 	 11.03 	
	 	 1 21.32 	 Previously	knapped	flake




















































































































































































2 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 26.30
Thick	flake	with	triangular	X-section	and	broken	distal	end	with	retouch.	Backed	
RLM	&	LLM.
3 • 2 2 • Spokeshave BA
Thick	flake.	Deep	curve	at	distal	end	formed	by	flake	removal	with	retouch	along	
inner	curve	forming	sharp	edge.
1 • 1 3 • Awl	/	Piercer BA 48.00 28.00 10.00 1.71 17.33 Point	at	distal/LLM	with	retouch.	Backed	LLM	&	RLM
2 • 2 1 • Notch	+	Awl LN/EBA 37.00 32.00 6.00 1.15 5.76 RLM	small	notch.	Distal	retouch	at	corner	with	RLM	forming	small	point.	
	 	 2 57.40 	 1	previously	knapped
1 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA 11.68 Proximal	end	has	abrupt	retouch.	Backed	part	LLM.	Patinated





1 • 1 2 • Scraper BA 99.81 Thick	primary	flake	semi-abrupt	retouch	at	distal.	Backed	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 39.00 33.00 5.00 1.18 11.91 Thin	cherty	flake,	Point	at	proximal/RLM	corner.	Backed	along	RLM	and	part	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 37.00 25.00 8.00 1.48 6.19 	
4 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool BA 35.00 37.00 13.00 0.94 18.38 Retouch	at	distal	end.	Cutting	edge	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool BA 33.00 29.00 11.00 1.13 12.57
Sharp	edge	RLM	with	retouch	&	small	notch	below	point	+	retouch	at	distal	corner.	
Notch	centre	LLM	+	retouch.





22 178375 476185 476175 	 	 	 	 No	finds
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge Meso 3.57 • •
Proximal	end	of	blade	flake	with	triangular	X-section.	Part	backed	on	LLM,	cutting	
edge	on	LLM	with	use	wear.	Later	Awl	LLM	near	break.	
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Meso 14.00 14.00 3.00 1.00 0.43 • • Microlith	flake,	point	at	distal	end,	fine	retouch	around	LLM	and	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 28.00 34.00 4.00 0.82 7.72 Simple	cutting	tool	with	retouched	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 10.00
Proximal	end.	Retouch	along	concave	break	and	around	points	at	either	end	(LLM	&	
RLM/break).	Backed	LLM.





6 • 2 1 • Awl	(broken) LN/EBA 37.00 35.00 9.00 1.05 10.86
RLM	has	broken	point	between	two	notches	&	retouch	along	remainder.	Backed	at	
distal	end	&	LLM
7 • 2 1 • Notch	+	Awl BA 9.50
Proximal	end.	Awl	at	RLM/distal	end.	Notch	RLM	near	break.	Backed	Proximal	end	
on	dorsal	side.
8 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 23.72 Proximal	end.	RLM	cutting	edge	+	retouch,	backed	LLM.
9 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 4.70 Proximal	end.	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM	to	break.
1 • 2 1 • Piercer	+	Awl
Meso	-	
E-Neo
44.00 22.00 6.00 2.00 5.81 •
Finds	1-6	possible	Toolkit	as	found	together.	Long	pointed	flake	retouch	to	point	&	
LLM	with	awl	midway.	Cortex	along	RLM.






3 • 3 0 • Concave	scraper
Meso	-	
E-Neo
23.00 28.00 4.00 0.82 3.40 •
Hollow	or	concave	scraper	with	retouch	along	curve	at	distal	end.	Backed	RLM	&	
LLM.	Possible	awl	on	RLM.














































21 178375 476175 476150
17 178375 476075 476050
18 178375 476100 476075
19 178375 476125 476100


































































































































































6 • 3 0 Piercer	
Meso	-	
E-Neo
3.00 1.63 • Medial	flake,	RLM	possible	cutting	edge.	Point	at	distal	break.
7 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 6.00 6.27 • Proximal	end.	Long	point	7mm	RLM/break	with	retouch	around.	Backed	LLM.
8 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 35.00 30.00 5.00 1.16 6.68 Point	made	at	distal	end.	
9 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 44.00 34.00 11.00 1.29 19.30 Notch	mid-RLM.	Awl	point	corner	RLM/distal,	retouch	along	distal.	Backed	LLM.
10 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 53.00 45.00 12.00 1.17 40.59 Possible	scraper	at	part	distal	end.	Possible	awl	LLM/proximal.	
11 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 34.00 34.00 12.00 1.00 14.31
Proximal	end.	Awl	mid-RLM,	made	by	notch	either	side.	2nd	awl	RLM/	
break.Retouch	over	distal	break
12 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 63.00 30.00 15.00 2.10 32.39 •
RLM	of	flake	has	old	platform	with	3	blade	like	flake	removal	scars.	Retouch	distal	
end	-	scraper.	Point	between	2	notches	lower	LLM.
13 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 22.64
Retouch	on	LLM,	Abrupt	retouch	lower	half	?scraper,	2	broken	points	?awls.	
Diagonal	break	across	distal	end	+	part	retouch.
14 	 • Neo-BA 44.37 Small	cube	core.
15 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 52.00 52.00 24.00 1.00 56.17 Scraper	RLM	and	distal	end.
16 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 30.00 34.00 12.00 0.88 12.51 • Convex	cutting	edge	at	distal	end.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
17 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 28.53 Notch	on	RLM	with	retouch.	Backed	LLM.
18 • 1 3 • Awl BA 12.39 Distal	end.	Point	LLM/distal	end	+	retouch.	Backed	RLM.
19 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.00 1.27 Small	flae,	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
20 • 2 1 	 • 	 2.22 	
21 • 2 1 	 • 	 4.73 	
1 • 3 0 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 29.00 31.00 7.00 0.93 7.04
Long	8mm	point	LLM/distal	end,	retouch	around,	tip	broken.	Notch	made	distal	end	
to	facilitate	handling.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN-BA 58.00 30.00 16.00 1.93 32.08 Oblong	flake,	very	thick	cortex	LLM	&	RLM.	Retouch	at	distal	end.
1 • 2 2 • End	scraper LN/EBA 43.00 37.00 12.00 1.16 21.30 Abrupt	retouch	on	distal	end	forming	scraper.	Backed	along	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • End	scraper LN-BA 6.67 Distal	end,	rounded	point	with	retouch	forming	scraper.
3 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 26.00 23.00 7.00 1.13 4.63 Rounded	flake,	small	awl	RLM	with	retouch.	Backed	LLM.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined
Meso	-	
E-Neo
18.00 13.00 3.00 1.38 1.34 Very	small	flake,	fine	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	Sharp	edge	with	point	LLM.
5 • 2 1 •
Serrated	edge	
and/or	Awl
LN/EBA 37.00 33.00 9.00 1.12 8.33 Straight	LLM	has	small	serrations	and	point.	Backed	RLM.
6 	 	 Chisel BA 39.15
Oblong	flint,	one	end	sharpened	with	oblique	edge.	Retouched	on	sides	and	edges	
to	facilitate	handling.
7 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 43.00 30.00 6.00 1.43 10.28 Cherty	flint.	Notch	lower	LLM.	Partial	retouch	LLM	to	facilitate	handling.
8 • 2 2 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 40.00 26.00 7.00 1.53 9.73
Convex	RLM	with	sharpened	edge.	2	notches	LLM	with	broken	point	in	centre.	
Backed	distal	end.
9 	 	 Borer BA 25.29 Concave	side	has	retouch	+	abrasion.	End	has	retouch.
10 • 2 1 Undefined • LN/EBA 49.00 55.00 10.00 0.89 26.43 Large,	broad	flake,	dorsal	side	90°	blade	flake	scar.
11 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 23.00 27.00 8.00 0.85 4.35 Retouch	LLM,	Alw	LLM/distal	end.	Backed	by	notch	distal	end.
	 	 2 71.84 	 Both	previously	knapped.
1 	 • LN-BA 67.84 Core	-	6	scars.	Invasive	semi-abrupt	retouch	on	one	side	forming	scraper.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 33.00 16.00 5.00 2.06 3.80 Long	point	made	at	distal	end	by	notch	+	retouch	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
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3 178400 475725 475700
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1 • 1 3 • Notch	+	Awl BA 33.00 26.00 7.00 1.26 7.47
Small	notch	LLM	near	distal,	natural	notch	on	distal	=	blunt	pointed	corner.	Partial	
retouch	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 6.63 Distal	end.	LLM	&	RLM	have	retouch,	either	could	be	scrapers.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 7.42 Proximal	end.	Retouch	LLM,	RLM	&	break.	LLM	scraper.
6 178400 475800 475790 	 	 	 No	finds
1 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge E-Neo 62.00 32.00 8.00 1.93 23.66 • •
Long	blade	flake.	Abrupt	&	semi-abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Serrated	along	RLM.	
Backed	on	LLM	by	bilateral	retouch	50%	dorsal/ventral.	Marled	pattern	on	flint.
2 • 2 1 • Notch	+	Awl BA 40.00 34.00 16.00 1.17 16.69
Pointed	flake,	abraded	notch	on	RLM.	Backed	concave	curve	on	LLM.	2	points	at	
dostal	end	with	notch	between.
3 • 2 1 Borer LN/EBA 6.25
Proximal	end.	Diagonal	break	Distal/lower	RLM.	Large	protrusion	centre	break	with	
concave	scraper	above	and	"notch"	below.	2nd	awl	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 38.00 23.00 8.00 1.65 5.84 Small	point	made	on	distal	end.	Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 37.00 25.00 7.00 1.48 6.31
Irregular	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	RLM,	distal	&	proximal	ends	various	scraping	
possibilities.	Notch	+	retouch	distal	end.
6 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 24.00
Heat	damaged	flake,	possibly	pre-knapping.	Deep	notch	at	proximal	end.	Edges	too	
badly	abraded	to	see	retouch.
7 	 	 Piercer BA-MBA 72.96 Expedient	tool,	retouch	at	point	and	opposite	side.
8 Concave	scraper BA-MBA 104.96
Poor	knapping,	might	be	natural	with	flake	removal	for	retouch.	Concave	scraper	at	
proximal	end.	Also	short	scraper	on	blunt	Proximal/LLM.
9 	 	 	 • 	 Hammerstone	one	side	has	retouch	all	over.	103.95g
10 • 2 1 	 • 	 2.24 	
11 • 2 1 	 • 	 2.23 	
12 • 2 1 	 • 	 1.87 	
8 178400 475850 475825 1 • 3 0 • Notch	+	Awl LN/EBA 49.00 38.00 10.00 1.28 18.75 Notch	on	RLM	with	retouch.	Backed	LLM.	Awl	distal/RLM	with	retouch	around.
2 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 9.00
LLM	missing,	small	point	made	at	centre	of	break	by	notches	+	retouch	along	length	
of	break.	Convex	distal	end	abrupt	+	semi	retouch.	Backed	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 14.10
LLM	broken	+	retouch	on	break.	Distal/	LLM	diagonal	break	no	retouch.	Retouch	
around	distal	&	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Scraper LN/EBA 8.66
Retouched	break	-	lower	LLM/Proximal.	Semi	+	abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Retouch	distal	
concave	curve.	Backed	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 30.00
Proximal	end.	Notch	+	retouch	RLM.	Point	+	retouch	LLM/break.	Retouch	LLM,	
proximal	&	distal	ends
6 • 3 0 • BA 6.33
Small	flake	with	hinge.	LLM	missing,	break	has	sharpening	flake	removal	+	use	wear.	
Small	point	+	retouch	RLM.
7 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 17.00 18.00 3.00 0.94 1.25 Small	flake,	fine	retouch	+	point	LLM/distal	break.	Retouch	distal.
8 	 Scraper • 38.89 Hammerstone	fragment	with	invasive	retouch	on	one	side	forming	scraper.
9 	 	 	 • Medium	size	hammer	stone	338.89
	 	 2 66.88 	 	 	
9 178400 475875 475850 1 • 2 1 • Side	&	end	scraper LN/EBA 43.00 47.00 15.00 0.91 37.09 • • Disc	scraper,	semi	+	abrupt	retouch	mid	RLM	around	distal	to	mid	LLM.
2 • 1 2 • End	scraper LN/EBA 49.00 30.00 9.00 1.63 17.00
Distal	end	&	RLM	scrapers	+	abrupt	retouch.	Backed	lower	LLM	&	proximal	end	&	
dorsal	side.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 36.00 29.00 10.00 1.24 10.33 Cutting	edge	RLM,	backed	distal	end.	Possible	broken	point	LLM	at	distal	end
4 • 2 1 • Notch BA 25.86 LLM	broken,	notch	midway.	Backed	RLM.
5 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 29.22 Dorsal	side	has	many	flake	scars.	One	sharp	edge	with	use	wear.
6 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 13.58 LLM	missing.	Notch	RLM,	backed	part	distal	&	RLM.
7 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 57.77 Concave	side	has	retouch	+	abrasion.	Pointed	end	has	retouch.




























































































































































































9 178400 475875 475850 9 • 2 1 • Awl BA-MBA 96.74
Poorly	knapped	tool.		Awl	LLM,	rough	notch	either	side.	Retouch	on	RLM	to	facilitate	
handling.
10 • 2 1 	 • 	 4.54 	
11 • 1 2 	 • 	 37.74 	
12 • 2 1 • Undefined 32.00 26.00 15.00 1.23 17.36 Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal	side.
13 	 	 • LN/EBA 24.33 Small	rolled	and	damaged	core.	Fine	grained,	black	flint.
14 • 2 1 • 2.04
15 • 2 1 • 1.70
1 22.94
10 178400 475900 475875 1 • 3 1 • Multi	Tool BA 22.00 39.00 5.00 0.56 5.00 Broad	flake,	notch	+	retouch	at	distal	end.	Denticulate	cutting	edge	RLM.
2 	 	 Borer	+	Cutter BA-MBA 66.48 Pointed	flint	+	retouch	on	edge	leading	to	point.	Cutting	edge	on	long	side.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 2.77 	
	 	 1 18.61 	 	
11 178400 475925 475900 1 	 	 • LN/EBA 55.57 • • Core	with	2	platforms,	12+	flake	scars
2 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 37.00 18.00 4.00 2.05 2.93
Concave	LLM	with	retouch	leading	to	point	at	distal	corner.	Distal	end	semi	+	abrupt	
retouch.	Backed	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 22.00 32.00 8.00 0.68 6.49 Small	point	made	across	LLM/distal	corner.	Backed	RLM	and	proximal	end.
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 3.14 	
12 178400 475950 475925 1 • 2 2 • End	scraper BA 63.00 41.00 14.00 1.53 42.55 Scrapers	at	distal	end	&	RLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 22.36 Proximal	end.	?Scraper	on	thick	break,	retouch	all	over.	
3 • 3 1 • Undefined BA 15.64 Retouch	along	one	edge.
4 • 2 1 Undefined BA 33.31 Irregular	flint	with	flake	removals	all	edges.
5 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 45.12 LLM	missing,	retouch	on	break.	Scraper	on	distal	end.
6 • 2 1 • Notch BA 42.00 46.00 16.00 0.91 27.18 Deep	natural	notch	at	centre	of	distal	end.	Part	patination	on	one	side.
7 	 	 Piercer/borer BA 59.22 Long	point	on	end.
8 	 	 	 • 	 Large	hammerstone	325g
13 178400 475975 475950 1 	 	 	 No	finds
14 178400 476000 475975 1 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 90.00 56.00 23.00 1.60 125.25 Scrapers	at	distal	end	and	RLM.
2 • 2 2 • Piercer	 BA 34.00 42.00 10.00 0.80 13.96 Point	at	distal/LLM.	Retouch	on	distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Fabricator BA 52.00 22.00 17.00 1.13 20.86 Small	fabricator,	retouch	on	edges	&	ends.
4 	 	 Borer BA 194.41 Triangular	flint	with	pointed	end.
5 	 	 Cutting	edge BA 27.85 Retouch	along	sharp	edge.
6 • 2 1 	 • 	 2.94 	
7 	 	 	 • 	 Small	hammerstone	80g
15 178400 476025 476000 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 42.00 45.00 11.00 0.93 22.52 • •
Sub	square	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM	around	part	distal.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	over	
ventral	at	distal	for	handling.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 30.00 36.00 4.00 0.83 6.58 • Denticulate	edge	at	distal	5	points.	Piercer	made	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM	&	proximal.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 35.00 25.00 7.00 1.40 7.34 Point	at	distal	+	retouch.	Shallow	concave	scraper	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 36.00 16.00 8.00 2.25 4.00 Simple	cutting	tool	LLM,	backed	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 6.23 Scraper	proximal	end,	retouch	around	RLM	&	break.	LLM	cortical.	
6 	 	 Cutting	tool Neo-BA 36.03 Oblong	wedge	shape	flint,	narrow	edge	with	sharpening	retouch.	Patinated.
7 	 	 Piercer BA-MBA 74.88 Long	point	with	retouch.	Flakes	removed	for	handling
8 	 	 Piercer/borer BA-MBA 118.28 Stubby	points,	either	end.




















































































































































































16 178400 476050 476025 1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 6.84 Diagonal	break	distal/RLM,	retouch	on	remaining	margins.
2 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 44.00 30.00 6.00 1.46 10.07 •
2	Awls	opposite	RLM	&	LLM.	Small	concave	area	with	semi	+	abrupt	retouch	
distal/RLM.	Backed	around	LLM,	RLM	&	distal.Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
3 • 1 2 • Notch BA 44.00 30.00 12.00 1.46 14.91
Deep	natural	notch	at	centre	of	distal	end	+	slight	modification.	Retouch	at	proximal	
end	for	handling.
4 • 3 0 • Piercer	 BA 8.00 Pointed	cherty	flint	with	retouch	at	point.
16 178400 476050 476025 5 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 15.38
Pointed	LLM	&	RLM.	Edge	wear	along	straight	broken	edge,	convex	distal	looks	
denticulate	-	broken	points.	Tool	probably	hafted	-	2	notches	+	tang	LLM.
6 	 	 Scraper BA 6.88 Small	natural	flake,	semi	+	abrupt	retouch	along	2	edges	+	plough	damage.




8 	 	 Awl BA-MBA 22.06 Small	point	with	retouch	at	corner	with	break.	Backed	over	ridge.
9 • 3 0 	 • 	 3.72 	
10 • 1 3 	 • 	 8.79 	
11 	 Undefined BA-MBA 127.89 Only	2-3	flake	removals,	semi	+	abrupt	retouch	on	2	sides	leaving	stubby	point.
12 	 	 Undefined BA-MBA 89.76 Oblong	nodule,	Small	protrusion	on	side	+	retouch	on	point.	Both	ends	retouched.
	 	 1 82.75 	 	
17 178400 476075 476050 1 • 2 1 •
Concave	end	and	
side	scraper
LN/EBA 29.00 37.00 7.00 0.78 8.44
Small	heart-shaped	flake.	Concave	scraper	centre	distal	end.	Side	scraper	RH	distal.	
Backed	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Piercer	 BA 67.16 • • Long	hooked	piercer	made	on	small	flint	nodule.
3 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 21.58
Scraper	LLM	near	proximal.	Semi	acute	retouch	LLM	&	around	distal.	Break	
distal/RLM.	Invasive	retouch	over	ventral.
4 • 3 0 Multi	Tool BA 19.00
Fragment	of	core,	flake	scars	on	all	sides.	Pointed	corner	with	retouch	all	around.	
Sharpened	edge	on	one	side.
5 • 1 2 • End	scraper LN/EBA 4.46 Scraper	at	proximal	end	of	flake	+	retouch	around	LLM.	Backed	RLM	&	along	break.
6 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 2.58 Point	at	proximal/RLM	+	retouch.	Backed	all	margins.	
7 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 31.00 25.00 8.00 1.24 7.33
Probable	piercer/awl	with	broken	point	at	distal/LLM,	retouch	on	LLM	&	Distal	
leading	to	corner.	Backed	RLM.	Point	now	blunt	?scraper.
8 • 3 0 • Notch	 BA 49.00 40.00 11.00 1.25 28.11
Deep	notch	at	distal	end	of	broad	flake.	Point	distal/RLM	+	retouch.	Semi	+	abrupt	
retouch	at	proximal	end,	also	RLM	&	LLM.
9 • 3 0 • End	scraper LN/EBA 29.00 36.00 6.00 0.80 11.17
Semi	+	abrupt	retouch	proximal	end.	Bilateral	retouch	all	margins.	Possible	thinning	
flake.
10 • 3 0 	 • 	 3.58 	
11 • 2 1 	 • 	 3.34 	
12 • 2 1 	 • 	 23.26 	
	 	 	 1 39.43 	 	
18 178400 476100 476075 1 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 24.77 •
Proximal	end	of	flake.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	along	break	+	small	point	made	at	corner	
with	LLM	&	RLM.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	part	RLM	rest	cortical,	Backed	RLM.
2 • 2 2 • Denticulate	+	Awl LN/EBA 21.00 21.00 8.00 1.00 3.80 Denticulate	edge	at	distal	3	points,	Awl	Mid-RLM.	Backed	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 31.00 32.00 4.00 0.96 5.62 Piercer	made	lower	LLM	retouch	along	LLM	and	around	distal	end
4 • 1 3 • Multi	Tool BA 40.00 46.00 12.00 0.86 16.57
Squarish	flake.	Awl	mid-RLM,	broken	point	between	2	concave	retouched	areas.	
Distal	edge	retouched.	Scraper	part	LLM	at	distal	end.	
5 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 3.36
Proximal	end.	Break	RLM/distal.	Curved	LLM/distal	with	edge	retouch	possible	
cutting	or	spokeshave	edge.
6 	 • BA-MBA 38.52 Small	nodule,	2	flake	removals	+	retouch	along	one	edge	leading	to	blunt	point.
7 	 	 Piercer BA-MBA 60.69 Pointed	flint	+	retouch	on	edge	leading	to	point.	Backed	opposite	end.




















































































































































































18 178400 476100 476075 9 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 57.54 Oblong	flint	blunt	point	at	end	+	retouch.
10 	 	 • BA 37.06 Core	with	a	few	basic	removals.
11 • 3 0 	 • 	 	 4.59 	
	 	 	 2 25.25 	 	
19 178400 476125 476100 1 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool BA 45.00 45.00 12.00 1.00 34.70
Concave	scraper	+	cutting	edge.	Scraper	on	RLM.	Distal	end	has	part	bilateral	
retouch	at	LLM	side.	LLM	cortical.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 32.08
Wedged	flake,	LLM	bilateral	retouch	forming	cutting	edge.	Broad	RLM	part	backed.	
Retouch	+	abrasion	along	break	at	distal.	
3 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 46.00 19.00 14.00 2.42 8.31 Long	pointed	flake.	Retouch	length	RLM.	Point	at	distal.
4 	 	 • BA 110.44 Few	random	flake	removals.
5 	 	 • BA 59.41 Few	random	flake	removals.
6 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA 29.00 38.00 20.00 0.76 19.95 Retouched	on	several	edges.
7 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 13.30 Retouch	along	thin	edge.	Backed	opposite
8 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 43.00 32.00 18.00 1.34 26.86 Retouch	along	thin	RLM.	Small	point	at	distal	end	+	retouch.	Backed	LLM.
9 • 2 1 • Awl	+	scraper BA-MBA 23.00 38.00 10.00 0.60 10.44 Small	scraper	distal/RLM.	Awl	distal	near	LLM.Abrutpt	retouch	RLM.
10 	 	 Borer	+	notches BA-MBA 29.55 Broad	point	at	one	end	+	retouch.	Retouch	on	other	edges	+	several	notches.
11 	 	 Cutting	tool BA-MBA 66.00 Retouch	on	several	edges,	probable	scraper.
	 	 	 2 64.76 	 	
12 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 60.00 60.00 15.00 1.00 66.90
Large	flake	with	retouch	all	edges	and	sides.	LLM	has	concave	scraper	+	awl	at	distal	
end.	Distal	end	has	Abrupt	retouch.	RLM	has	bilateral	retouch.
13 Fabricator LN-BA 33.38 •
Might	be	natural	flake,	steep	sides	with	abrupt	retouch	along	length.	One	end	
?Proximal	scraper.	
20 178400 476150 476125 1 • 2 1 • End	scraper E-Neo 49.00 43.00 12.00 1.13 43.08 • RLM	missing,	old	break	?retouch.	Scraper	at	hinged	distal	with	retouch.	Patinated
2 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 38.00 46.00 11.00 0.82 28.14 Sub	square	flake.	Notch	distal.	Cutting	edge	distal/LLM.	Backed	RLM.	
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 50.00 38.00 22.00 1.31 43.51 LLM	retouched	possible	cutting	edge.









6 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 8.68 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end,	also	point	at	RLM	corner.
7 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 44.00 30.00 10.00 1.46 15.67 Scraper	at	distal	end.	Partial	retouch	RLM.
8 • 1 3 	 • 	 42.00 30.00 13.00 1.40 18.83 	
9 	 	 Cutting	edge BA-MBA 19.50 Broad	point	with	retouch.	Backed	along	edge.
476165 10 • 1 3 • Scraper	+	Notch BA 50.34 Notch	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	Mid	RLM	around	distal	and	whole	LLM.	
476172 11 • 3 0 • Scraper Neo-BA 26.38 Heavy	patination.	Scraper	on	hinged	distal	end	with	retouch	around	RLM	corner.
476172 12 • 1 3 • End	scraper LN/EBA 48.00 27.00 10.00 1.77 18.14 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Partial	backed	LLM.
476172 13 	 	 Borer BA 15.19 Pointed	end	+	retouch	and	on	edges.
R/S	 178416 476149 Spot	 1 • 1 3 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 62.00 39.00 8.00 1.58 25.73
Concave	scraper	LLM	at	distal	end.	Notch	mid	RLM	+	retouch	along	RLM.	Retouch	
short	edge	at	distal,	end	scraper.
2 	 Undefined BA 59.45 Small	nodule	flaked	around	all	edges	+	retouch	forming	scraper.	Cortex	2	sides.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 38.00 18.00 16.00 2.10 14.95 Wedge	shape	flake,	cutting	edge	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 2.55 Pointed	medial	flake,retouch	around	point	and	along	RLM	and	distal	break.



























































































































































































1 178425 475675 475659 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 64.00 51.00 19.00 1.25 86.78
Large	flake,	bilateral	retouch	around	proximal	end	–	sharp	cutting	edge.	Partial	
retouch	LLM	&	RLM.	Distal	end	hinge.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool	 LN/EBA 43.00 31.00 11.00 1.38 13.89
Small	flake,	sharp	LLM	with	possible	use	wear.	Backed	along	RLM.	~Distal	end	has	
abrupt	retouch	possible	scraper.	






4 	 	 Piercer BA 37.56 Pointed	flint,	retouch	around	point.	Backed	on	2nd	point	possible	scraper.
5 • 1 3 • Scraper LN-BA 35.00 44.00 20.00 0.79 41.80 Abrupt	retouch	LLM	around	distal	end	&	RLM.	Thick	cortex	proximal	end.






7 	 	 Scraper BA 29.93 Abrupt	retouch	on	edge.
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 	 60.00 31.00 15.00 1.93 34.93 	











2 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge	 E-Neo 2.25 •
Proximal	end	of	small	blade	flake.	LLM	is	serrated	with	small	point	at	end	near	
break.	Backed	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Blade	tip E-Neo 1.56 • Broken	blade	tip,	retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM,	backed	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Piercer	+	Notch Neo-BA 6.72
Proximal	end	of	broken	flake,	retouch	along	break	and	LLM.	Point	corner	LLM/break.	
Notch	RLM.
5 	 	 • Neo-BA 117.75 Worked	out	core,	2-3	plaforms	numerous	removals.
6 • 1 3 • Scraper BA 92.00 68.00 46.00 1.35 298.62 Large	primary	removal,	Retouch	around	all	edges,	plus	some	plough	damage.
	 	 	 1 34.60 	 	
3 178425 475725 475700 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 50.00 43.00 7.00 1.16 20.34
Proximal	end	has	bilateral	retouch	removing	platform	and	making	cutting	edge.	
Partial	retouch	distal	&	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 32.00 32.00 6.00 1.00 8.33 Notch	+	retouch	LLM.	RLM	broken	off.	Heavy	patination	-	white.
3 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 96.35 Lots	of	retouch	at	one	end	?tool/use
4 178425 475750 475725 1 • 3 •
Oblique	
Arrowhead
LN/EBA 37.00 17.00 4.00 2.17 3.80 • •
Oblique	arrowhead,	small	pointed	flake	with	hafting	evidence	mid	LLM	&	RLM.	
Retouch	LRM	&	LLM	+	around	point.
2 	 	 Piercer/borer BA 97.80
Natural	primary	flake	with	extensive	retouch	over	"dorsal"	side	to	facilitate	handling	
and	around	point.
3 	 	 • 	 Split	hammerstone,	possibly	used	as	tool	172.89g
5 178425 475775 475750 1 • 3 0 • Concave	scraper BA 41.00 46.00 11.00 0.89 31.24 Retouch	on	concave	RLM	forming	scraper.	Deep	hinge	at	distal	+	partial	retouch.	
2 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool BA 44.00 51.00 8.00 0.86 22.62
LLM	has	semi	abrupt	retouch	forming	sharp	edge.	Distal	has	deep	hinge	+	retouch.	
RLM	cortical	with	point	at	distal	+	retouch	suggesting	broken	borer.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 37.00 44.00 13.00 0.84 27.20 Sharp	edge	LLM,	with	retouch.	Part	retouch	RLM.
	 	 	 	 2 120.54 	 	
6 178425 475800 475775 1 • 1 3 • Notch LN/EBA 5.32
Proximal	end	of	blade-like	flake,	notched	on	RLM	&	LLM	with	retouch	around	curve.	
Retouched	over	distal	break.	Black	fine	grained	flint.
7 178425 475800 475825 	 	 	 No	Finds	-	field	change	over	point
S					
Fiel
8 178425 475825 475850 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 80.00 40.00 20.00 2.00 61.44 LLM	sharp	edge	with	retouch.	
2 • 2 1 • Piercer	/	Awl LN/EBA 36.00 28.00 6.00 1.28 5.06
Point	at	corner	LLM	&	distal,	retouch	all	around.	Backed	by	fine	retouch	along	distal.	
Abraded	RLM.	LLM	cortical.




















































































































































































8 178425 475825 475850 4 	 	 Scraper	+	notches BA 36.96
River	flint,	rolled	and	abraded.	Abrupt	retouch	over	edge	forming	scraper.	2	notches	
opposite.	
5 • 3 0 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 34.00 12.00 6.00 2.83 2.67
Small	pointed	flake	with	retouch	all	around	distal	point.	Backed	by	fine	semi	&	
abrupt	retouch	along	most	of	RLM	&	part	LLM.
6 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 25.00 21.00 5.00 1.19 2.86 Retouch	on	all	edges,	possible	cutting	tool
7 • 3 0 • Notch	+	Awl BA 4.15 LLM	missing.	Notch	RLM,	point	at	RLM/	distal	+	retouch.	
8 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 26.00 40.00 6.00 0.65 5.67 Small	broken	point	LLM/distal	+	retouch	leading	up	to	it.
9 178425 475850 475875 1 • 3 0 • Backed	blade Meso 33.00 13.00 2.00 2.53 2.00 • • Nos.	1-4	possible	tool-kit	as	found	together.	Blade	flake,	retouch	on	LLM	&	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Awl Meso 28.00 15.00 2.00 1.86 1.67 • •
Possible	part	of	hafted	composite	tool,	small	notches	near	distal.	LLM	&	RLM	
retouch	along	length	sharp	edges.	Small	point	mid	LLM	=AWL
3 • 3 0 • Undefined Meso 20.00 20.00 3.00 1.00 1.65 • • Small	flake,	diagonal	break	distal/RLM.	Abrupt	retouch	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool	 Meso 22.00 16.00 3.00 1.37 1.35 • • Small	flake,	fine	retouch	on	LLM,	RLM	&	distal,	cutting	edge	lower	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Notch BA 52.00 45.00 11.00 1.15 47.03
Thick	flake,	Semi	abrupt	retouch	along	proximal	end	forming	scraper.	Notch	lower	
LLM	from	dorsal	side	another	above	from	ventral	side.	
6 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 30.00 25.00 6.00 1.20 4.59 Notch	LLM,	Awl	LLM/distal	end.
7 • 1 2 •
Concave	+	end	
scraper
BA 60.00 40.00 14.00 1.50 66.08 Concave	on	LLM,	proximal	end	scraper.		
8 	 	 Piercer BA 41.00 Natural	flake,	invasive	retouch	over	"dorsal"	side.	Point	has	retouch	around.
9 	 	 Piercer BA 106.06 Short	point	on	edge	with	retouch.	Retouch	on	other	edges	to	facilitate	handling.
10 • 2 1 	 • 	 24.00 31.00 15.00 0.77 12.51 	
11 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 58.00 70.00 30.00 0.82 176.33 Scraper	on	RLM,	retouched	on	all	edges.
	 	 	 2 28.85 	 	
10 178425 475875 475900 1 	 	 • BA-MBA 107.10 Worked	out	core.	Flakes	removed	all	angles
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 40.00 22.00 8.00 1.81 8.95 Blade	like	flake,	RLM	sharp	cutting	edge,	LLM	cortex.
3 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 55.00 60.00 14.00 0.91 62.09 Large,	thick	flake,	semi	+	abrupt	retouch	at	disal	-	scraper.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 50.00 20.00 8.00 2.50 10.07 ?	Hafted	-	notch	mid	RLM	&	LLM.	Cutting	edge	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 43.00 36.00 10.00 1.19 21.89 Point	at	RLM/distal	corner	+	retouch.	Retouch	distal	end.
	 	 	 1 20.25 	 	
11 178425 475900 475925 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool	 BA 67.00 48.00 23.00 1.39 86.19 Thick	flake,	LLM	&	Distal	retouch	+	edge	abrasion.	Cutting	edge	RLM.	
2 • 1 3 • Multi	Tool BA 41.00 50.00 16.00 0.82 29.40
Distal	end	has	protrusion	at	centre	-	probable	broken	point	-	and	fine	abrupt	
retouch	along	and	around	to	mid	RLM.	
3 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 25.00 45.00 15.00 0.55 16.48
Thick	distal	end	with	cortex	on	edge,	fine	retouch	along	dorsal	+	ventral		edges	
invasive	retouch	at	corner	with	RLM	-	scraper.	Backed	LLM.
4 	 	 Piercer/borer BA-MBA 104.70 Pointed	flint	with	retouch	around	broken	tip.	
12 178425 475925 475950 1 • 2 1 • Notch BA 2.43 Notch	on	distal	end	of	broken	flake,	Retouch	on	RLM.
2 	 	 Piercer BA-MBA 56.82 Pointed	flint	with	minor	retouch	at	point,	expedient	tool.
13 178425 475950 475975 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool	 LN/EBA 68.00 28.00 11.00 2.42 26.05 Retouch	along	RLM,	Cutting	edge	lower	RLM.	Backed	at	distal	end.
14 178425 475975 476000 1 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 37.00 45.00 7.00 0.82 17.60 Cherty	flint.	Notch	LLM	&	RLM/distal	curve.	Retouch	at	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer	 Palaeo 60.00 30.00 22.00 2.00 38.42 Pointed	flake	with	retouch.	Heavily	patinated	and	iron	stained.




















































































































































































14 178425 475975 476000 4 	 	 Hammer Tool BA-MBA 59.53 Small	nodule	with	flakes	removed	from	2	sides,	base	has	bee	used	to	hit	/	hammer
15 178425 476000 476025 1 • 3 0 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 39.00 48.00 8.00 0.81 19.31 Abrupt	retouch	along	distal	end	&	part	RLM.
2 • 3 	 • 	 34.00 25.00 7.00 1.36 7.76 	
3 	 	 Cutting	tool BA-MBA 44.62 Retouch	along	one	edge.
	 	 1 32.15 	 	
16 178425 476025 476050 1 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 57.00 28.00 13.00 2.03 25.77
Invasive	retouch		ventral	lower	RLM/distal	end.	Concave	scraper	lower	
LLM+retouch.	
2 	 	 Scraper BA 55.83 "Pot	lid"	with	retouch	around	edge.
17 178425 476050 476075 1 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 20.34
Lower	LLM	missing.	Concave	scraper	upper	LLM	abrupt	retouch	around	curve.	
Retouch	at	distal	end.	
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 60.00 44.00 22.00 1.36 77.72 Possibly	a	scraper,	retouch	on	all	margins.
3 	 	 Cutting	tool BA-MBA 113.45 Retouch	along	edges,	possible	scraper.
18 178425 476075 476100 1 • 2 1 • Notch BA-MBA 42.00 39.00 15.00 1.07 20.77 Notch	mid	RLM.	Part	retouch	LLM	&	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA-MBA 64.72 Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
3 	 	 Piercer	/	/Awl BA-MBA 76.77 Small	point	one	end	with	retouch,	backed	opposite	end.
	 	 	 1 17.43 	 	
19 178425 476100 476125 1 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 64.00 55.00 16.00 1.16 75.09 • •
Sub	rectangular	flake	with	semi	&	abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	and	around	distal	end.	
Part	backed	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN-BA 3.84 Proximal	end	of	broken	flake,	simple	knife.
3 • 2 1 • Spokeshave BA 17.35 Wedge	flake,	concave	spokeshave	on	thin	edge.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 42.00 27.00 10.00 1.55 13.77 Scrapers	on	LLM	&	RLM.
5 2 1 • Undefined BA 84.37 Core	Tool,	concave	scraper	on	one	edge.	Retouch	+	flake	removals	on	sides.
20 178425 476125 476150 1 	 	 Piercer	/	borer BA 29.38 Pointed	natural	flake,	retouch	around	point.
21 178425 476150 476175 	 	 	 No	finds.
22 178425 476175 476190 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 30.00 38.00 12.00 0.78 14.06 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end,	backed	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 14.18 Invasive	retouch	both	sides.	Rolled	flint.
3 • 1 3 • Borer BA 70.00 31.00 10.00 2.25 32.34 Long	flint,	point	at	end	with	retouch.
4 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 50.00 36.00 14.00 1.38 21.49 Pointed	flake,	invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	side	all	around	point.
1 178450 475655 475675 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 69.00 42.00 8.00 1.64 27.86 RLM	is	sharp	cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	edge.	Partial	retouch	distal	end.
2 • 1 3 • Scraper BA 23.87 LLM	scraping	edge,	Retouch	at	distal	end,
3 	 	 Piercer BA 12.18 Pointed	flake	with	retouch	around	point.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 5.96 Abrupt	retouch	on	RLM.
	 	 2 53.93 	 	
2 178450 475675 475700 1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 35.00 51.00 6.00 0.68 16.33 Broad	flake,	small	point	RLM	with	retouch.	Distal	end	has	bilateral	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 39.00 33.00 6.00 1.18 10.28 RLM	is	sharp	cutting	edge	with	retouch.	
3 3 1 • Core	Tool	–	borer • Neo-BA 51.14 Worked	out	core.	Flakes	removed	all	angles.	Pointed	corner	is	focus	of	retouch.
4 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 34.00 30.00 8.00 1.13 9.18 Simple	cutting	tool,	possible	edge	wear.
5 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 12.29 LLM	has	bilateral	retouch	+	hollow	scraper		
3 178450 475700 475725 1 • 2 1 •
Concave	+	end	
scraper
LN/EBA 63.00 26.00 11.00 2.42 22.25
Blade	like	flake.	Abrupt	retouch	distal	end	-	scraper.	Concave	scraper	+	retouch	
lower	RLM.	LLM	retouch	along	length.
2 	 	 Borer BA 178.46
Oblong	flint	with	extensive	retouch	at	pointed	end.	Sides	and	ridges	also	have	
retouch	to	facilitate	handling.

























































































































































































4 178450 475725 475750 1 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool	 LN/EBA 47.00 34.00 9.00 1.38 18.11
LLM	has	sharp	edge	with	edge	wear.	Sloping	RLM	has	partial	retouch.	Dorsal	side	
has	invasive	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 6.13 Distal	end.	LLM	has	small	point	with	retouch	at	break.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 94.00 52.00 12.00 1.74 73.00
Large	flake	with	plough	damage	at	distal,	remaining	distal	suggests	scraper.	Mid	LLM	
has	2	points	made	by	notches.
5 178450 475750 475775 1 • 3 0 • Disc	Knife E-Neo 43.00 41.00 10.00 1.04 21.41 • • Semi	&	abrupt	retouch	LLM	at	distal	end.	Cutting	edge	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 57.00 88.00 22.00 0.64 196.64
Heavy	duty	cutting	tool.	Broad	flake,	retouch	along	proximal	end.	RLM	has	bilateral	
flake	removals	for	cutting.	
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 36.00 46.00 7.00 0.78 12.96 Fine	retouch	along	LLM	&	distal	end.
	 	 	 2 37.73 	 	
6 178450 475775 475800 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool	 E-Neo 5.04
Distal	end	of	heavily	patinated,	pointed	flake.	RLM	possible	cutting	edge,	backed	
along	LLM.	Point	at	tip	has	damage.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.40 Distal	end	has	retouch	also	LLM	on	ventral.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 24.00 20.00 4.00 1.20 2.00 	
4 	 Axe	fragment 	 LN/EBA Axe	fragment,	bilateral	flake	removals	either	side	of	ridge.
7 178450 475800 475825 1 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 34.00 38.00 11.00 0.89 14.83 Piercer	at	LLM/distal	corner,	+	retouch.
2 • 2 1 • End	Scraper BA 55.00 46.00 16.00 1.19 41.51 Abrupt	retouch	to	distal	&	LLM.	Plough	damage	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 8.15 Retouch	on	distal	end	around	possible	broken	point.
4 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 50.00 25.00 8.00 2.00 10.88
Blade	like	flake,	S-shaped	LLM	with	convex	sharp	edge	and	concave	scraper.	Abrupt	
retouch	along	RLM.
7 178450 475800 475825 5 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 78.00 38.00 16.00 2.05 42.96 Oblong	flake	with	retouch	at	narrow	distal	end.	Backed	part	RLM.
6 	 	 Piercer BA 50.55 Point	on	one	end	with	retouch,	backed	opposite	end
8 178450 475825 475850 1 • 2 1 • Awl BA 46.00 37.00 9.00 1.24 18.23
Awl	at	distal	end	with	notch	either	side.	Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM	and	LLM,	both	
concave	scrapers.	
	 	 1 4.80 	 	
9 178450 475875 475850 1 • 1 1 • Cutting	tool	–	knife LN/EBA 33.00 50.00 7.00 0.66 19.53
Broad	flake,	sharp	distal	end	+	bilateral	retouch,	robust	cutting	edge.	Backed	on	
proximal	end	-	semi	abrupt	retouch,	also	LLM	&	RLM.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
2 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 4.41
Distal	end	of	flake,	small	point	with	bilateral	retouch	on	LLM	near	distal	end.	
Retouch	along	break.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 59.00 56.00 13.00 1.05 67.09 Point	mid	RLM	with	retouch	either	side.	Retouch	on	distal	&	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 18.67 Point	at	corner	of	distal/RLM.	Retouch	on	ventral	at	distal,	backed	part	RLM.
10 178450 475900 475875 1 Scraper	+	Notch BA 64.49 Concave	scraper	at	distal	end,	numerous	notches	on	LLM.






	 	 	 1 42.25 	 	
11 178450 475925 475900 1 • 2 1 	 • 	 21.22 	
12 178450 475950 475925 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 58.00 40.00 9.00 1.45 24.33 Concave	RLM	sharp	edge	+	retouch.	
2 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 76.00 45.00 14.00 1.68 41.22 Short	scraper	distal	end,	notch	LLM.	Serrated	edge	RLM.
3 • 1 3 • Borer LN/EBA 40.00 40.00 13.00 1.00 16.84 Cross-shaped	flake	with	retouch	on	all	points.	RLM	point	borer.
4 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 46.00 66.00 17.00 0.69 69.59 Scraper	at	distal	end,	abraded	edges,	also	plough	damage.	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM.
13 178450 475975 475950 1 	 	 • LN/EBA 117.13 • • Cube	shaped	core,	12	flake	removals	all	over.
2 • 3 0 	 • 	 7.79 	
3 	 	 Awl BA-MBA 43.42 Natural	flake,	one	side	retouched	all	over.	Small	point	at	end	with	retouch	around.
4 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 83.69 Pyramid	shaped	flint,	retouch	all	around	point	and	on	edges	leading	to	point.

























































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 54.00 46.00 18.00 1.17 39.21 Curved	RLM	-	scraper.	Retouch	distal	&	LLM
2 • 2 1 • Notch BA 6.69 Notch	+	retouch	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 7.25 RLM	missing.	Retouch	along	LLM	–	scraper
4 • 3 0 • Concave	scraper BA 33.00 29.00 9.00 1.13 7..91 Concave	scraper	LLM.	Partial	retouch	RLM
5 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 38.00 18.00 6.00 2.11 3.96 Pointed	flake,	blunt	distil	end.	Backed	RLM	cutting	edge	lower	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 31.00 46.00 8.00 0.67 12.26
Broad	flake	with	point	at	distal/RLM	corner	+	retouch	all	around.	Notch	distal	&	
proximal	near	LLM	?hafted.	Cutting	edge	RLM.
7 	 	 Piercer/borer BA 38.95 Small	nodule	with	retouch	over	two	sides	and	at	pointed	end.
8 • LN/EBA 136.64 Keeled	core,	9	flakes	removed	from	single	platform.
9 	 	 Cutting	edge BA 30.42 Thin	natural	flake	with	sharp	edge,	retouch	opposite	to	facilitate	handling.
	 	 	 2 105.51 	 	
178440 476021 SPOT 1 	 	 Notch BA 56.17 Pot	lid	with	retouch	all	around	edges	+	notch
1 • 3 0 • Side	&	end	scraper BA 45.00 39.00 21.00 1.15 38.11 Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	&	distal,	semi	+	abrupt	RLM.	
2 • 3 0 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 6.59
Proximal	end	has	retouch	forming	point.	LLM	has	retouch	along	convex	edge.	Break	
has	retouch.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN-BA 50.00 43.00 12.00 1.16 29.12 LLM	mid	points.Backed	RLM	part	retouched.
4 • 3 0 • Borer BA 9.10 Borer	on	LLM	with	a	blunted	point.
5 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 33.00 42.00 12.00 0.78 23.95
Proximal	end.	Thick	LLM	&	distal	break	have	abraded	edge	+	partial	retouch	-	
scraper?		Notch	RLM	with	retouch.
6 • 2 1 	 • 	 16.39 	
7 • 3 0 	 • 	 3.48 	
8 	 	 Borer BA 71.03
Natural	oblong	flake,	with	flake	removals	over	cortical	side.	Point	at	end	has	retouch	
all	around.	Retouched	opposite	end.	
	 	 	 1 12.77 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 53.00 48.00 10.00 1.10 29.34 •
Discoidal	flake.	Retouch	LLM	&	RLM	both	possible	scrapers.	Small	point	made	by	
notches	RLM/Distal	+	retouch	all	around.
2 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 24.00 33.00 6.00 0.72 6.79 Retouch	RLM	&	part	distal.	Small	blunt	retouched	point	on	distal.
3 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool BA 6.31 RLM	broken	with	retouch.	Notch	at	distal	end,	retouch	along	LLM	?cutting	edge.
4 • 2 1 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 52.00 42.00 13.00 1.23 51.26
Dorsal	side	has	platform	edge	+	previous	flake	scars.	Hard	hammer	strike	to	remove	
"difficult	lump"	big	bulb	on	ventral.
5 	 	 Scraper BA 43.29 Semi	abrupt	retouch	on	flat	end	=	scraper
6 	 	 Scraper BA 80.58 Semi	abrupt	retouch	on	flat	side	=	scraper
7 • 2 1 	 • 	 44.00 35.00 11.00 1.25 21.43 	
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 17.71 	
9 • 3 0 Undefined BA 44.60 Retouch	over	one	side	and	at	end	with	point	and	notch.	Plough	damage
10 • 3 0 Notch LN/EBA 6.82 Distal	end	with	notch	and	retouch.
	 	 	 2 47.44 	 	
1 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 57.00 43.00 7.00 1.32 30.33 • Abrupt	retouch	LLM.	Distal	Small	point	+	retouch	around	–	awl.	Retouch	RLM.
2 • 1 2 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 71.00 35.00 16.00 2.02 62.96 Oblong	primary	flake,	proximal	end	has	been	thinned.	Abrupt	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined • LN/EBA 41.52 Flake	scars	across	all	faces.
4 	 	 Piercer BA 26.28 Pointed	flint	with	retouch	leading	to	point
5 	 	 Scraper BA 74.40
"dorsal"	side	has	flake	removals	from	edge	?core.	Probably	to	enable	handling	for	
scraper	edge.	
6 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA 60.00 48.00 20.00 1.25 58.39 Thick	edge	has	retouch	-	scraper.
1 • LN/EBA 81.59 Keeled	core,	11	flakes	removed	from	single	platform.












































16 178450 476050 476025
17 178450 476075 476050












































































































































18 178450 476100 476075 3 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 24.52 Small	lump	with	pointed	end	and	retouch.
19 178450 476125 476100 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 56.00 52.00 18.00 1.07 81.08 Convex	edge	with	bilateral	retouch	to	sharpen.	Invasive	retouch	onve	one	side.
2 	 	 • 	BA-MBA 80.34 Possible	core,	poor	removals
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 39.00 23.00 10.00 1.69 11.82 Rectangular	flint	cutting	edge	at	dorsal
20 178450 476150 476125 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 36.32
Concave	RLM	with	use-wear	leading	to	blunt	point	at	distal	end	with	retouch	
forming	short	"nose"	scraper.
2 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 165.24 Large	flint	with	lots	of	retouch,	short	RLM	is	scraper.
3 	 	 Concave	scraper BA 63.00 Flint	has	deep	concave	edge	with	retouch	and	use	wear.	Retouched	on	other	edges.
21 178450 476175 476150 1 	 	 Scraper BA 43.67 Flat	flint	with	retouch	on	3	edges	
2 	 	 Fabricator BA 42.37 Rod	like	natural	flint	with	retouch	on	steep	edges	and	ends
22 178450 476192 476175 1 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 6.33 Small	flake	with	retouch	LLM	and	distal	end
2 	 	 Borer BA 46.26 Retouch	on	various	sides	–	pointed
1 178475 475675 475653 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 56.00 86.00 12.00 0.65 90.32 Large	flake,	Backed	lower	RLM.	Cutting	edge	on	LLM.
2 • 1 3 • Cutting	tool BA 196.50 Large	flint,	retouch	on	one	edge	?cutting.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 1.45 	
4 	 	 Borer BA 58.70 Oblong	flint	with	retouched	point	at	end
	 	 	 1 12.48 	 	
2 178475 475700 475675 1 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 42.34
Might	be	natural,	extensive	retouch	around	edges	removing	any	platform	–	forming	
scraping	edge	on	one	side.	Point	opposite	has	retouch	around.	Left	handed	tool.
2 	 	 • • BA 116.81 Core	turned	into	hammerstone	-	2	platforms
	 4 246.10 	 	One	very	large		3	medium	burnt	flints
3 178475 475725 475700 1 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 43.00 47.00 10.00 0.91 26.41 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end,	retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM	all	possible	scraping	edges.
2 	 	 Notch BA 15.73 Pot	lid	with	retouch	on	one	edge.	Notch	+	retouch	opening	out	as	concave	scraper.
	 	 1 8.53 	 	
4 178475 475750 475725 1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 37.00 28.00 8.00 1.32 9.12 Awl	made	mid-LLM	by	notch	either	side	+	retouch.	Backed	on	RLM	&	distal	end
2 • 2 1 	 • 	 22.00 30.00 8.00 0.73 7.73 	
3 184.46
5 178475 475775 475750 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 53.00 35.00 8.00 1.51 22.56 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.	2	notches	on	RLM
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 50.00 25.00 8.00 2.00 10.54 Blade	type	flake	distal	end	missing.	Partial	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
3 • 2 2 • Awl BA 42.00 60.00 18.00 0.70 39.71
Small	point	with	retouch	all	around	at	distal/RLM	corner.	Backed	by	semi	abrupt	
retouch	on	distal	end.
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 30.00 37.00 10.00 0.81 13.96 	
5 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA-MBA 36.00 39.00 8.00 0.92 13.15 Retouch	along	distal	end	-	scraper,	broken	point	at	distal/RLM	corner.
6 • 2 1 • Awl 	 23.00 26.00 6.00 0.88 4.52 	
7 • 2 1 • Awl 	 31.00 27.00 10.00 1.14 8.44 	
	 	 2 46.44 	 	
6 178475 475800 475775 1 • 3 0 • Side	Scraper BA 31.16 Retouch	at	proximal	end	and	along	LLM	to	form	concave	&	convex	scrapers.
2 • 2 2 • Undefined BA-MBA 40.00 60.00 25.00 0.66 63.89 Rough	flake,	scraper	on	RLM.
3 	 	 1 44.15 	 Burnt	knapped	flint
7 178475 475825 475800 1 • 3 1 • Cutting	tool BA 47.00 37.00 7.00 1.27 17.52 Use-wear	along	straight	LLM	cutting	edge.	Backed	on	distal	end	-	might	be	scraper.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 67.00 47.00 21.00 1.42 66.30 Rough	flake.	Cutting	edge	RLM.
3 • 3 	 • 	 3.34 	

























































































































































































8 178475 475850 475825 1 • 3 0 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 36.00 39.00 12.00 0.92 13.23
Fine	retouch	along	LLM	leading	to	point	with	distal	end.	Distal	hinge	fracture	with	
retouch	by	piercer	point.	
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 37.00 33.00 9.00 1.12 13.81 Left	handed	knife.	Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM.	Patinated	flint
3 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 6.20
Medial	flake,	small	point	with	retouch	proximal	end	break.	Fine	retouch	LLM	&	RLM.	
Heat	damaged	flake	?Heated	pre	knapping.
4 	 	 Chopper BA-MBA 61.00 Retouched	on	several	sides,	focus	on	one	edge	probable	chopper.
5 	 	 • BA-MBA 98.13 Bashed	lump!	Random	flake	removals.
9 178475 475855 475850 1 • 3 0 	 • 	 2.35 	
2 	 	 Scraper BA-MBA 55.75 Retouched	on	one	side	probable	scraper
	 	 1 81.67 	 	
9 178475 475875 475863 3 • 3 0 	 • 	 22.00 24.00 5.00 0.91 3.89 	
10 178475 475900 475875 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA-MBA 63.00 53.00 17.00 1.18 73.95
Multi	purpose	tool,	retouch	on	all	edges	-	platform	removed.	Spokeshave	LLM,	
Scraper	proximal	end.	Borer	opposite	at	distal	end.	Backed	RLM	&	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Borer BA-MBA 59.00 49.00 18.00 1.20 49.66
Point	Mid-LLM.	Retouch	LLM	leading	to	and	around	point.	Backed	RLM	&	around	
distal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool 	 32.00 21.00 4.00 1.52 3.66 	
11 178475 475925 475900 1 • 3 0 • Piercer	 LN/EBA 30.00 34.00 9.00 0.88 10.43
Piercer	made	corner	of	distal/RLM	by	double	notch	on	distal	end.	Backed	along	RLM	
and	remainder	of	distal.
11 178475 475925 475900 2 • 3 0 	 • 	 4.84 	
3 • 3 0 • 	 41.00 37.00 21.00 1.10 24.80 	
	 	 1 22.36 	 	
12 178475 475950 475925 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool	–	knife LN/EBA 32.00 32.00 8.00 1.00 9.66 Cutting	edge	on	LLM	with	use	wear.	Backed	by	flake	removal	along	RLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 80.00 57.00 30.00 1.40 90.38 Thick	wedge-shaped	heavy	duty	cutting	tool	at	distal	end.	Retouched	on	all	sides.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 45.83 Thick	flake,	plough	damaged	diagonal	across	distil-RLM.	Partial	retouch	on	LLM
4 	 	 Fabricator BA 36.44 Rod	like	natural	flint	with	triangular	cross	section.	Hit	repeatedly	at	one	end.
12 178474 475932 SPOT • 3 0 Knife E-Neo 67.00 26.00 8.00 2.57 10.38 •
Thin	pointed	flake	with	retouch	&	edge	wear	on	LLM	cutting	edge.	Backed	on	RLM.	
Patinated.
13 178475 475975 475950 1 • 2 2 • End	Scraper BA 46.00 26.00 8.00 1.76 14.05 Retouch	along	LLM/RLM	&	distal	end.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge BA 34.00 41.00 4.00 0.82 8.77 Cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	LLM.
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 60.00 65.00 18.00 0.92 78.26 	
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 47.53 	
5 	 	 • 68.38 	 BA Heat	damaged	core.
14 178475 476000 475975 1 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 17.08 Retouch	around	distal	end	of	flake.	
2 • 2 1 • Undefined BA-MBA 64.00 36.00 18.00 1.77 36.82 Rough	flake,	possible	scraper	on	LLM.
	 	 1 30.90 	 	
15 178475 476025 476000 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 46.00 27.00 13.00 1.70 18.20 Wedged	flake.	Cutting	edge	LLM.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
2 • 2 1 	 • 	 2.22 	
	 	 2 20.91 	 	
16 178475 476050 476025 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 32.00 36.00 8.00 0.88 11.45 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.	Backed	on	distal	end
2 • 3 0 • Notch	x	2	&	Awl LN/EBA 3.75 Proximal	end	of	flake.	Notch	mid	RLM	and	top	RLM.	Awl	corner	of	RLM	and	break.
	 	 1 10.22 	 	
17 178475 476075 476050 1 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 47.00 39.00 8.00 1.20 19.63
Rounded	distal	end	with	abrupt	retouch.	Notch	on	RLM	+	abrupt	retouch	around.	
Borer	mid	LLM	with	retouch	around	point.	Patinated	flint





















































































































































































17 178475 476075 476050 3 	 	 • • BA 67.82 Small	core,	looks	either	rolled	or	used	briefly	as	hammerstone
4 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 148.95 Oblong	flint	with	retouched	point	at	end
5 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 149.00 Oblong	flint	with	retouched	point	at	end
6 • 3 0 	 • 	 33.00 42.00 8.00 0.78 14.08 	
7 • 2 1 	 • 	 38.00 36.00 14.00 1.05 19.49 	
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 5.58 	
18 178475 476100 476075 1 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA 52.00 48.00 12.00 1.08 44.21
Pointed	flake,	piercer	made	distal/LLM	corner,	retouch	LLM	distal	&	ventral	side.	
Backed	remainder	of	distal	end.
2 	 	 Scraper BA 70.49 Bilateral	retouch	along	scraper	edge	
18 178475 476100 476075 3 	 	 	 • BA-MBA 48.80 Small	core,	only	a	few	random	flake	removals
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 13.30 	
19 178475 476125 476100 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 39.00 36.00 7.00 1.08 12.00 LLM	cutting	edge	+	use	wear.	Backed	RLM
2 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 19.97 Small	pointed	flint	retouch	around	point.
3 	 	 Hollow	scraper BA-MBA 96.16 Large	flint,	concave	curve	at	end	with	retouch.	Retouch	on	sides	for	holding
4 	 	 Piercer/borer BA-MBA 43.30 Rod	like	natural	flint	with	triangular	cross	section.	Retouch	around	point	at	one	end.
20 178475 476150 476125 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 20.18 Retouch	along	LLM.	Plough	damage	to	RLM
2 • 2 1 	 • 	 12.03 	
	 	 1 8.62 	 	
1 178500 475665 475675 1 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 11.48
Medial	flake,	scraper	on	distal	break.	Awl	on	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	on	3	margins,	
RLM	cortical.
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 1.76 	
2 178500 475675 475700 1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 39.00 30.00 7.00 1.30 11.50 • Awl	at	distal	end.	Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal.	Retouched	LLM,	RLM	&	distal	end.
2 • 1 2 • Undefined LN/EBA 44.00 44.00 13.00 1.00 25.79 Abrupt	retouch	at	proximal	end,	possible	scraper.	Retouch	on	all	margins.
3 	 	 1 126.96 • LN/EBA Burnt	core.
3 178500 475700 475725 1 • 2 1 • Discoidal	knife LN/EBA 37.00 31.00 12.00 1.19 13.83 • Semi-discoidal	flint,	convex	LLM	with	sharpening	retouch.	Backed	on	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Awl	 E-Neo 41.00 41.00 7.00 1.00 15.10 Awl	at	RLM/distal	corner.	Retouch	on	LLM.	Left	handed	tool.	Heavily	patinated
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 15.21 Scraper	LLM.	Awl	proximal	end.	?Borer	distal	end.	Retouch	all	margins.
4 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge BA 22.00 30.00 9.00 0.73 5.00 Cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	convex	LLM-distal	around	to	cortical	RLM.	
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 3.64 	
6 	 	 Scraper BA 234.53 Large	flint,	retouch	on	all	sides,	semi-abrupt	on	one	edge.
7 	 	 1 17.28 	 	
4 178500 475725 475750 1 • 2 1 • Spokeshave BA 51.00 41.00 12.00 1.24 27.23
Concave	RLM	with	sharpened	edge	-	semi	abrupt	retouch	on	ventral	side	abrupt	on	
dorsal.	Fine	retouch	LLM	and	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper BA 45.00 40.00 10.00 1.12 21.53 Concave	curve	on	RLM	with	retouch	and	use	wear.	Partial	retouch	LLM.
3 • 2 • Undefined BA 46.00 27.00 9.00 1.70 12.61 Retouch	along	RLM.	Possible	scraper.
4 	 	 Scraper BA 121.34 Large	pot-lid	type	of	flint	with	retouch	around	edge.
5 178500 475750 475775 1 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge BA 29.00 33.00 5.00 0.87 7.38 RLM	is	serrated.
2 • 3 0 • Scraper BA 2.06 Retouch	along	distal	edge,	plough	damage.
3 • 3 0 • Scraper BA 8.23 Proximal	end,	retouch	along	RLM.
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 3.00 	





























































































































































































2 • 2 1 • 	End	scraper LN/EBA 32.00 36.00 11.00 0.88 19.43
Sub-discoidal	flint.	Broken	awl	RLM.	Re-touch	either	side	&	along	margin.	?Scraper	
on	LLM.	Semi	&	abrupt	on	LLM	&	distal
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool	 BA 51.00 29.00 6.00 1.75 16.00 Cutting	edge	on	LLM	with	retouch.	Partial	retouch	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 49.00 27.00 5.00 1.81 8.62 Minor	retouch	on	RLM.
5 • 3 • 	 10.00 	
6 	 	 Concave	scraper BA-MBA Natural	flint	with	deep	concave	edge.
7 	 	 	 • BA-MBA 72.89 Worked	out	core.	Flakes	removed	all	angles
8 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA-MBA 43.00 70.00 10.00 0.61 48.77 Broad	flake	with	retouch	along	distal	end.
9 	 	 1 4.79 	 	
7 178500 475800 475825 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 42.00 16.00 7.00 2.62 3.94 Oblong	flint	cutting	edge	+	retouch	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 43.00 49.00 12.00 0.87 28.12 Broad	flake	scraper	+	retouch	on	convex	RLM-distal.	Patinated.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 29.00 29.00 5.00 1.00 5.37 Point	at	distal	-	retouch	RLM	&	distal	end
4 • 1 3 • Piercer BA 40.00 45.00 12.00 0.88 34.16 Point	corner	distal/RLM.	Retouch	along	RLM	
5 	 	 Borer	x	2 Neo-BA 140.59
Double	pointed	nodule	with	retouch	on	both	points	forming	borers/piercers.		Cortex	
over	whole	of	flint.
6 • 3 0 	 • 	 34.00 38.00 6.00 0.89 10.67 	
7 • 3 0 Cutting	edge LN/EBA 26.00 16.00 5.00 1.62 2.08 Small	flake	with	use	wear	on	LLM.
8 • 1 3 Side	scraper LN/EBA 40.00 34.00 12.00 1.17 23.31 	
8 178500 475825 475850 1 • 2 1 • End	scraper E-Neo 68.00 39.00 10.00 1.74 27.93 •
Abrupt	retouch	&	scraper	at	distal	end.	LLM	retouched	possible	cutting	edge-	plough	
damaged.	Patinated.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 30.00 32.00 8.00 0.93 11.61 Retouch	along	RLM.	
3 • 2 2 • Scraper BA 29.43 Plough	damaged	scraper	with	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
4 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool BA 65.00 46.00 17.00 1.41 71.72
End	scraper	and	borer.	Pointed	corner	distal/RLM	with	retouch	around.		Part	
retouch	RLM,	abraded	LLM.
5 • 2 1 	 • 	 45.00 55.00 19.00 0.81 54.11 	
9 178500 475850 475875 1 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 60.00 18.00 12.00 3.33 12.71 Blade	like	flake,	retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM
2 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 7.43 Medial	flake	with	notch	on	RLM.	Retouch	LLM
3 • 1 3 	 • 	 38.00 32.00 9.00 1.18 14.32 	
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 8.82 	
10 178500 475900 475875 1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 34.00 38.00 12.00 0.89 24.10 •
Long	28mm	hooked	piercer	on	LLM	with	extensive	retouch	-	invasive	on	dorsal	-		
around	end.	
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge BA 39.00 32.00 13.00 1.21 13.68 Wedge	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 8.18 Medial	flake,	point	on	LLM	at	break	corner.
4 • 1 2 	 • 	 36.00 42.00 10.00 1.09 25.39 	
5 • 1 2 	 • 	 9.81 	
6 • 2 1 • Undefined 	 39.00 19.00 10.00 2.05 6.75 	
7 • 2 1 • 	 33.00 28.00 4.00 1.17 5.05 	
11 178500 475925 475900 1 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 36.00 32.00 4.00 1.12 7.05 Square	shape,	scraper	corner	of	RLM	and	distal	end.	Retouch	on	all	edges.
2 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper	 LN/EBA 33.00 23.00 5.00 1.43 5.15 Concave	scraper	RLM.	Retouch	along	LLM	possible	cutting	edge.
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 36.00 29.00 5.00 1.24 7.82
Square	shape	with	point	at	corner	of	RLM	and	distal	end.	Retouch	on	all	edges,	
possible	cutting	edge	on	RLM.
4 • 2 2 • End	scraper LN/EBA 34.00 27.00 6.00 1.25 6.56 Scraper	at	blunt	point	at	distal	end.	Retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM.
5 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 42.00 30.00 7.00 1.40 10.40 Retouch	on	all	egdes,	possible	scraper	LLM-distal	end	or	awl	on	RLM.
6 • 3 2 • Side	scraper BA 38.00 38.00 13.00 1.00 17.63 Scraper	RLM.	Backed	at	proximal	end.





















































































































































































11 178500 475925 475900 8 • 3 0 • Concave	scraper LN/EBA 5.66 Proximal	end	of	broken	flake.	Concave	scraper		lower	LLM.
9 • 2 1 • Scraper LN/EBA 16.88 Scraper	on	RLM.	Retouch	along	broken	distal	edge.
10 • 2 1 • Scraper LN/EBA 15.76 Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	amd	RLM	both	sides	are	scrapers.	
11 • 2 1 • Borer BA 8.42 Flake	fragment,	blunt	point	break	at	LLM.	Partial	retouch	on	edges.
12 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool BA 47.00 25.00 13.00 1.88 16.04 Retouch	Distal/RLM	–	concave	scraper	with	retouched	point	at	distal	edge.	
13 • 3 0 • Piercer	/	borer LN/EBA 20.22
Proximal	end	with	retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM.	Break	is	concave	with	retouched	points	
either	end.
14 • 3 0 	 • 	 18.08 	
15 • 3 0 	 • 	 25.00 25.00 4.00 1.00 3.38 	
12 178500 475950 475925 1 • 1 3 • End	Scraper BA 50.00 28.00 12.00 1.78 18.41 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Backed	part	LLM.	Retouch	along	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Borer BA 44.00 44.00 14.00 1.00 29.47 Retouch	LLM.	Borer	LLM/proximal	and	LLM/distal	corners.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA-MBA 40.00 34.00 12.00 1.17 28.13 Scraper	at	proximal	end.	Part	retouch	RLM.
4 • 1 3 • End	Scraper BA 33.00 35.00 12.00 0.94 22.03 Scraper	at	proximal	end.	
5 • BA 41.24 Core	tool,	3	flake	removals	from	one	platform
6 • 2 1 	 • 	 34.00 48.00 15.00 0.70 28.19 	
7 • 2 1 	 • 	 18.58 	
13 178500 475975 475950 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool E-Neo 33.00 26.00 5.00 1.26 6.90
Heavily	patinated	flake	fine	retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM	with	?broken	awls	midway.	
Distal	end	has	edge	sharpening	retouch.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Meso 1.76 Small	blade	flake	with	partial	retouch	RLM
3 • 3 0 Microlith Meso 0.44
Proximal	end	of	small	blade	flake.	Possible	notch	on	LLM	by	break,	made	to	assist	
snapping	flake.
4 • 1 3 • Borer BA 37.00 38.00 16.00 0.97 24.70 Primary	flake	with	retouch	at	distal	end.
5 • 1 2 • Undefined BA 41.00 18.00 5.00 2.27 4.20 Cutting	edge	RLM.	No	other	retouch.
6 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 30.00 34.00 5.00 0.88 7.00 Retouch	on	distal	and	RLM.
7 • 2 2 	 • 	 32.00 42.00 11.00 0.76 16.80 	
8 • 2 1 	 • 	 5.35 	
9 • 2 1 	 • 	 6.54 	
10 • 2 1 • Awl BA 57.00 27.00 15.00 2.11 19.95 Retouch	along	LLM	with	point	near	proximal	end.
14 178500 476000 475975 1 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 6.24 Part	retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM
2 	 	 • 	 Small	hammerstone,	probably	piece	of	larger	one	that	split.	65.12g.
	 	 1 29.82 	 	
15 178500 476025 476000 1 • 2 2 • End	scraper BA 64.00 38.00 15.00 1.68 53.05 Scraper	-	retouch	RLM	&	distal	end.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 45.00 34.00 13.00 1.32 23.57
Abrupt	retouch	distal	end	with	?broken	point	with	RLM.	RLM	retouch	forming	either	
point	with	distal	or	concave	scraper.
3 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 23.50 Retouch	around	point.
4 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 58.81 Retouch	around	point.
5 • 3 0 	 • 	 3.57 	
6 • 3 0 	 • 	 5.97 	
16 178500 476050 476025 1 • 3 0 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 38.00 20.00 8.00 1.90 7.19 Abrupt	retouch	around	distal	and	concave	LLM.	Small	notch	on	RLM.	Patinated.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 43.00 22.00 7.00 1.95 8.14 Part	retouch	LLM	&	RLM	?notch.	Chert	flint	heavy	patination.
3 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA-MBA 10.75 Retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM	to	facilitate	handling	as	end	scraper	(proximal).
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 6.13 	
5 • 3 0 	 • 	 4.76 	
6 • 2 1 • 	 4.88 	




















































































































































































17 178500 476075 476050 1 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 65.00 56.00 14.00 1.16 66.62 • Large	disc	shaped	scraper	with	plough	damage	mid	distal	end.
2 • 3 0 • Discoidal	knife LN/EBA 46.00 42.00 9.00 1.09 29.15 •
Square	shaped	discoidal	knife	with	bifacial	retouch.	Platform	has	been	removed	
with	invasive	retouch	both	sides.
3 	 	 Borer • 64.39 • Small	hammerstone,	extensive	use.	Also	borer
4 • 2 1 • Piercer	 BA-MBA 8.34 Piercer	or	awl	made	centre	RLM.
18 178500 476084 476075 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA-MBA 42.00 29.00 12.00 1.44 17.63 Retouch	RLM	and	distal	end	?scraper.
2 • 2 1 	 • 	 30.00 22.00 6.00 1.36 6.23 	
1 178525 475700 475675 1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 68.00 63.00 22.00 1.07 151.68
Natural	square	shaped	flake,	abrupt	retouch	along	one	edge	forming	scraper.	Both	
points	at	the	corners	of	another	edge	have	retouch	around	=	piercer/borers
2 	 	 Scraper	/	grinder BA-MBA 182.04
Half	a	rounded	nodule,	cortex	shows	grinding/smoothing	type	action.	Abrupt	
retouch	on	edges	for	ease	of	holding.
2 178525 475725 475700 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 47.00 48.00 17.00 0.97 50.93
Dorsal	side	has	steep	flake	removals	coming	from	all	edges.	Distal	&	RLM	have	
retouch.	Possible	scraper
2 • 3 0 	 • 	 24.00 37.00 8.00 0.64 6.90 	
	 	 1 29.09 	 	
3 178525 475750 475725 1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 25.35 Proximal	end	of	flake.	Notch	on	LLM.			Well	prepared	platform.
	 	 1 19.76 	 	
4 178525 475775 475750 1 	 	 Borer BA-MBA 51.52 Expedient	tool
	 	 3 26.90 	 	
5 178525 475800 475775 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 32.00 25.00 6.00 1.28 5.24 Retouch	+	edge	wear	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
2 • 3 0 	 • 	 24.00 24.00 6.00 1.00 4.48 	
6 178525 475825 475800 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 34.00 25.00 10.00 1.36 8.70 Retouch	along	both	LLM	&	RLM
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 50.00 28.00 6.00 1.78 12.00 Leaf-shaped	flake	cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	on	LLM.
3 • 1 3 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 35.00 41.00 12.00 0.85 14.48 Notch	RLM.	Partial	retouch	LLM.	Fine	retouch	along	distal	end	?cutting	edge
4 • 2 1 	 • 	 11.12 	
5 • 3 0 • 	 3.86 	
6 • 3 0 • Awl 	 34.00 48.00 10.00 0.70 17.32 	
7 178525 475850 475825 1 • 2 1 	 • 	 50.00 41.00 13.00 1.21 28.54 	
2 • 3 0 	 • 	 6.08 	
3 • 2 1 	 • 	 9.86 	
4 	 	 • BA-MBA 484.95 Large	nodule	with	5	flake	removals.	Platform	badly	crushed
8 178525 475875 475850 1 	 	 1 9.61 	 	
9 178525 475900 475875 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 51.00 21.00 7.00 2.42 11.86 Proximal	end	of	blade-like	flake.	Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM.	Patinated
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 15.30 Cutting	edge	RLM	usewear	damage	+	retouch.	LLM	cortical.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool 	 71.32 	
	 	 1 17.62 	 	
10 178525 475907 475925 1 • 1 3 • Awl BA-MBA 5.68 Point	+	retouch	at	distal	end/RLM	break.	
2 • 3 0 	 • 	 23.00 17.00 2.00 1.35 1.79 	
3 • 2	(tip) Tool	blank ?LN/EBA 36.86 Fresh	disc	shaped	flake	-	could	be	tool	blank	or	plough	struck	resembling	blank	?	
	 	 1 15.47 	 Larger	burnt	flint	is	worked
11 178525 475925 475950 1 • 2 1 • Notch BA-MBA 39.00 36.00 16.00 1.08 21.96 Notch	mid	RLM,	retouch	along	RLM.	Backed	LLM.	Pointed	distal	end	broken.


























































































































































































12 178525 475950 475975 1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 53.00 31.00 7.00 1.70 17.48
Pointed	flint	with	working	around	point.	Backed	by	wide	shallow	notch	on	RLM,	
opened	up	by	retouch	and		by	abrupt	retouch	along	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 28.00 36.00 9.00 0.77 12.33
Small	point	made	mid	LLM	by	notch	either	side,	broken	end.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	
along	distal	and	RLM.
3 • 3 0 	 • 	 6.42 	
13 178525 475975 476000 1 • 2 1 • 	Notch BA 27.18 Braod	flake.	Notch	mid	distal	end.	Possible	scraper	distal	going	around	broken	RLM.	
2 • 2 2 • 	 28.42 	
	 	 1 34.45 Worked	burnt	flint
14 178525 476000 476025 1 • 3 0 • Notch Paleo 67.00 60.00 9.00 1.11 52.97 Heavily	patinated	&	iron	stained	flake.	Poss.	Palaeolithic.	Notch	+	retouch	LLM.
2 	 	 • LN/EBA 47.16 Keeled	core,	9	flakes	removed	from	single	platform.
• 3 0 	 • 	 1.72 Patinated	on	dorsal.
1 • 2 0 • Awl LN/EBA 49.00 36.00 7.00 1.36 19.00 • Awl	at	LLM/distal	end.	All	edges	retouched,	dorsal	side	invasive	retouch	over	90%.
2 • 2 • Piercer LN/EBA 60.00 44.00 10.00 1.36 36.86 Awl	at	LLM/distal	end.	All	edges	retouched,	dorsal	side	invasive	retouch	over	90%.
3 • 2 1 • 26.00 32.00 8.00 0.81 9.12
1 178550 475700 475725 1 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 54.00 39.00 8.00 1.38 23.61
LLM	has	large	point	in	centre	with	retouch.	Above	is	concave	scraper	leading	to	
distal	end.	RLM	has	notch	in	lower	half.	
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 28.00 20.00 2.00 1.40 2.57
Short	blade-like	flake	with	parallel	ridge	on	dorsal.	Fine	retouch	along	lower	RLM	
remainder	damaged.	LLM	also	damaged.
3 • 1 3 	 • 	 40.00 27.00 10.00 1.48 15.23 	
4 • 3 0 	 • 	 0.60 	
2 178550 475725 475750 1 • 3 0 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 36.00 40.00 9.00 0.90 19.10 Discoidal	shaped	scraper.	Abrupt	retouch	around	distal	end.
	 	 1 66.67 	 	
3 178550 475750 475775 1 • 3 0 	 • 	 34.00 43.00 14.00 0.79 20.93 	
2 	 	 • LN/EBA 87.89 Large	core	with	10	flake	removals.
	 	 2 42.84 	 	
4 178550 475775 475800 1 	 	 • LN/EBA 35.40 Worked	out	core.	Flakes	removed	all	angles
5 178550 475800 475825 1 • 2 1 • Awl	/	piercer BA 20.41
Pointed	flint,	tip	missing	probable	piercer.	Partial	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	Small	point	
made	mid	LLM.
6 178550 475825 475850 1 	 	 • BA-MBA 375.21 Large	flint	with	a	few	random	flake	removals
7 178550 475850 475875 1 	 	 • 	 Large	hammerstone	650g
8 178550 475875 475900 1 • 3 0 • notch LN/EBA 2.87 Medial	flake	–	notch	on	LLM.	Retouch	RLM
2 	 	 Scraper BA 39.97
Rolled	flint	–	extensive	retouch	on	one	edge	making	concave	scraper.	Retouch	on	all	
other	sides.
3 	 	 Scraper BA-MBA 174.00 Large	flint	–	retouch	all	around	on	one	side
9 178550 475900 475925 1 • 2 1 • Scraper BA 17.70
Proximal	end.	Wedge-shaped	flake,	abrupt	retouch	one	edge	of	LLM.	Retouch	on	
RLM.	Plough	damaged.
178565 475755 1 • 3 0 Notch LN/EBA 10.82 Distal	end.	Notch	RLM	retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM
2 • 3 0 Scraper LN/EBA 10.91
Plough	damage	to	distal	and	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	around	remaining	distal	
end.Retouch	on	RLM	and	remaining	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 2.60 Small	pointed	flake	with	retouch	around	point	at	distal	end.
178590 475680 1 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 34.00 46.00 8.00 0.73 12.76
Point	at	distal/LLM	corner,	mid	distal	and	distal/RLM	corner.	Notch	on	LLM.	Partial	
retouch	RLM.
2 • 3 0 	 • 1.18







































































































































































































1–3 178600 475870 475925 – No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Side+End	scraper LN/EBA 49.00 45.00 12.00 1.08 39.69 • Abrupt	retouch	distal	+	LLM.	Fine	grained	black	flint.
2 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 12.73 Proximal	end,	retouch	-	scraper	distal	break
1 	 • LN/EBA 283.10 Large	cube	core	with	10	flake	scars.
2 	 Borer 49.11 • Long	piercer/borer	with	retouch	all	around.
3 	 • Large	hammerstone.
6 178600 475975 476000 – 	 No	Finds
7 178600 476000 476025 1 	 • LN/EBA 121.92 • 8	flake	scars.
1 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 10.00 Point	on	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 36.00 36.00 5.00 1.00 12.23 Scraper	on	LLM>
3 • 3 0 	 • 4.22
4 • 2 1 	 • BA 1.68
9 178600 476050 476075 1 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 40.00 69.00 18.00 0.57 51.96 Scraper	on	distal	end.
10 178600 476075 476100 1 • 3 0 • Side+End	scraper LN/EBA 29.00 31.00 8.00 0.93 10.27 Large	thumbnail	scraper,	retouch	all	around	edge.
1 178625 475875 475900 1 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 26.07 Thick	broken	flake	with	retouch	along	one	edge.
2–5 178625 475900 475975 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 32.00 28.00 7.00 1.14 8.37 Point	at	distal/RLM	corner.	Retouch	distal	and	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 34.00 31.00 8.00 1.09 9.95 Point	at	LLM/Proximal	corner.	Retouch	RLM.
7–10 178625 476000 476125 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 2 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 38.60 • Steep	distal	end	with	semi	&	abrupt	retouch	forming	scraper.	Good	example.
2 • 2 2 • Borer LN/EBA 26.00 • 12mm	long	borer	made	at	corner	of	flake.	Good	example.
3 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 42.00 32.00 18.00 1.31 23.12 • Thick,	pointed	flake	with	22mm	long	borer	at	distal	end.
1 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 44.00 38.00 11.00 1.15 14.73
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 36.00 29.00 12.00 1.24 13.70 Small	point	distal/LLM	corner.
3 	 2 11.74 	
4 • 2 1 • Denticulate LN/EBA 23.44 Heated	flake	prior	to	working.	Denticulate	edge	with	4	points,	2	damaged.
1 • 2 1 • Notch BA 25.00 35.00 6.00 0.71 6.29 Deep	notch	at	distal	end.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge BA 18.00 30.00 4.00 0.60 3.54 Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	by	invasive	retouch	on	ventral	and	at	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Neo 13.05 Possible	thining	flake	(axe?)
4 178650 475925 475950 1 • 3 0 • Awl/Piercer E-Neo 23.00 30.00 6.00 0.76 6.28 Piercer	LLM/proximal	corner,	awl	distal.	Retouch	along	distal.	Heavy	patination.
1 • 3 2 • Borer BA 60.00 52.00 18.00 1.15 54.19 Pointed	flake	with	retouch	around	distal/LLM	corner	borer.	Retouch	along	distal
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 5.47 Proximal	end	of	flake,	invasive	retouch	on	ventral,	retouch	on	RLM.
1 • • LN/EBA 144.82 Single	platform	"keel"	core,	used	as	hammerstone.
2 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 47.00 47.00 11.00 1.00 25.66 Concave	curve	LLM	to	distal	with	retouch.	Backed	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 19.38 Proximal	end	of	of	flake	with	retouch	along	LLM	and	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper BA 43.43 Hollow	scraper	on	LLM,	plough	damage	on	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Scraper LN/EBA 23.00 19.00 5.00 1.21 2.55 Abrupt	retouch	around	distal	end,	LLM	and	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 12.69
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 30.00 15.00 4.00 2.00 2.19 Cutting	edge	along	LLM.
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9 178650 476050 476075 1 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 30.00 33.00 8.00 0.90 13.25 Retouch	on	LLM.
1 • 3 0 • Disc	Scraper LN/EBA 34.00 34.00 9.00 1.00 13.56 •
Disc	shape	scraper,	semi-abrupt	+	invasive	retouch	mid	LLM	around	distal	to	mid	
RLM	on	dorsal	side.	Small	area	semi-abrupt	retouch	at	distal	on	ventral	side.
2 • 2 2 • Disc	Knife LN/EBA 46.00 46.00 13.00 1.00 28.55 •
Disc	shape	flake,	cutting	edge	on	LLM	part	invasive	sharpening	retouch	along	edge.	
Backed	at	distal	and	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 67.00 45.00 14.00 1.48 35.61 S-shape	flake	with	retouch	around	rounded	end.	Made	for	left	handed	use.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 54.24 Flake	scars	on	dorsal,	retouch	around	lateral	edges.
11 178650 476100 476125 1 3 0 • Handaxe Palaeo 158.19 • Lower	Palaeolithic	handaxe	(verified	by	Phil	Harding	and	Francis	Wenban-Smith)
1 • 3 0 • Piercer	+	Awl LN/EBA 34.00 30.00 6.00 1.13 9.55 • Piercer	RLM/Proximal	corner.	Awl	point	at	distal	end.	Backed	all	margins.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 40.00 38.00 10.00 1.05 21.57
Square	flint	with	points	LLM/Distal	&	RLM/Proximal	end.	Abrupt	retouch	distal,	
invasive	retouch	over	ventral	side.
3 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge BA 38.00 45.00 14.00 0.84 25.81 Cutting	edge	LLM	with	retouch.
4 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper BA 100.00 45.00 24.00 2.22 112.81 Large	thick	flake	with	concave	scraper	on	S-curved	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • Nose	scraper LN/EBA 24.00 38.00 8.00 0.63 9.18
Short	broad	flake	with	nose	scraper	on	blunted	point	distal/RLM.	Backed	distal,	
retouch	RLM.
6 • 2 1 	 • 	 8.84
7 	 • LN/EBA 30.00 • Small	Cube	core.	14+	flake	scars.
1 	 • E-Neo 78.03 • Early	Neolithic	core	with	11	flake	scars.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 24.00 22.00 5.00 1.09 3.07 Cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	LLM.
3 	 Scraper LN/EBA 57.61 • Small	rounded	nodule	with	partial	invasive	retouch	over	1	side	forming	scraper.
4 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 31.00 16.00 6.00 1.93 2.79 Pointed	flake,	retouch	along	RLM.
5 	 Scraper BA 89.00 Wedge-shape	flint.	Invasive	retouch	around	2	sides.	Left	handed	scraper.
6 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 17.75 Part	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal,	retouch	along	margins.
7 	 Borer BA 134.17 Oblong	flint	with	broad	borer	midway	on	one	side.
8 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 38.00 60.00 14.00 0.63 36.57
1 • 2 2 • Awl Meso 24.00 9.00 2.00 2.66 0.61 • Microlith	type	blade	flake,	retouch	LLM	with	point	made	by	notch	near	proximal.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer Meso 28.00 12.00 5.00 2.33 1.32 • Pointed	flake	with	triangular	cross-section.	Very	fine	retouch	along	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 41.00 38.00 10.00 1.07 14.55 Broad	point	mid	LLM	with	retouch	around.	Fine	retouch	along	RLM.
4 • 1 3 • Piercer LN/EBA 44.00 44.00 9.00 1.00 20.74 Point	at	proximal	end	with	semi	abrutpt	retouch	around.
5 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 1.27
6 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 4.04 Pointed	flake	possible	borer.
7 • 2 2 • Cutting	edge BA 55.00 44.00 12.00 1.25 31.08 Cutting	edge	LLM.
8 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 9.87
9 • 2 2 • BA 16.48
10 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 32.00 40.00 10.00 0.80 10.57 Point	distal/LLM	corner.	Retouch	along	distal	end.
11 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 2.55 Part	retouch	at	distal	end.
12 • 2 1 • 	 0.85
13 • 1 3 • Cutting	edge BA 75.00 53.00 26.00 1.41 92.80 Primary	flake	with	cutting	edge	around	RLM.
14 Borer 	 76.66

































































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 40.00 28.00 10.00 1.42 11.29 Pointed	distal	end	with	retouch	around.
2 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 53.00 48.00 9.00 1.10 25.72 Small	point	upper	RLM	backed	on	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 29.64 Point	at	distal/RLM	retouch	and	backed	RLM.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.29 Proximal	end	of	flake.	Fine	retouch	RLM,	semi	abrupt	on	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 58.00 32.00 18.00 1.81 40.32 Wedge-shape	flake.	Cutting	edge	RLM.
6 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 17.00 23.00 3.00 0.73 2.07
7 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 2.19 Distal	tip	of	broken	flake,	retouch	on	margins.
8 	 Chisel 	 144.14 Oblong	nodule	with	cheselled	edge	on	end.	Retouched	to	assist	holding.
9 • 2 2 Possible	blank • BA 55.00 48.00 14.00 1.14 39.37 Disc-shaped	flake,	possible	blank.
10 Hand	axe Neo 55.10 • Small	handaxe,	plough	damaged.
11 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer BA 32.00 32.00 20.00 1.00 23.23 Pyramid	shape	flint	with	retouch	on	points.
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 38.00 27.00 6.00 1.40 6.57 • Cutting	edge	on	LLM	with	edge	sharpening	retouch.	Backed	on	RLM	and	distal.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Palaeo 7.41 Proximal	end	of	very	heavily	patinated	flake.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 21.34 Proximal	end	of	flake,	point	RLM/Proximal	corner.
4 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 4.91
5 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 11.38 Proximal	end	of	plough	damaged	flake.	Cutting	edge	with	sharpening	retouch	LLM.
6 	 Borer 	 10.94
7 • 3 0 	 • 	 18.30
8 	 • LN/EBA 32.91 small	core	7	flake	scars.
9 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer BA 40.93 Proximal	end	of	oblong	flake,	Broken	point	on	LLM	at	break.
10 	 • BA 124.85 Large	core,	few	flake	removals	later	Bronze	Age.
	 1 7.08 	
1 • 1 3 • BA 1.16
2 • 3 0 • BA 1.16
3 • 3 0 • Denticulate LN/EBA 42.00 25.00 6.00 1.68 8.20 Denticulate	edge	with	5	points	lower	LLM.	Retouch	upper	LLM	and	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 35.00 20.00 4.00 1.75 4.55 Pointed	flake	with	retouch	all	margins.
5 • 2 2 	 • LN/EBA 33.00 25.00 5.00 1.32 5.66
6 • 2 1 • Denticulate LN/EBA 38.00 25.00 9.00 1.52 9.27 Denticulate	on	LLM	with	4	large	"teeth".	Retouch	alog	RLM.
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 51.00 28.00 9.00 1.82 18.21 Cutting	edge	RLM	and	around	distal.
8 	 Piercer 	 19.24
	 2 42.71 	
1 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 41.00 28.00 10.00 1.46 10.31 Point	at	distal	end	and	RLM	with	retouch	around.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Denticulate LN/EBA 32.00 21.00 7.00 1.52 4.09 Points	made	along	LLM	with	retouch	along.
3 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 0.50
4 • 3 0 • BA 2.00
5 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 4.77
6 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 4.78
7 • 3 0 • Arrowhead LN/EBA 22.00 21.00 3.00 1.04 2.23 • Triangular	arrowhead.	Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	and	ventral,	point	damaged.
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge Meso 22.00 11.00 2.00 2.00 0.88 • Microlith	type	blade	flake.	Fine	retouch	LLM	&	distal,	cutting	edge	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 33.00 17.00 5.00 1.94 3.04 • Early	Neolithic	piercer	made	at	distal	end,	Backed	by	notch	+	retouch	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 27.00 26.00 7.00 1.03 4.52 Retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 4.22
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6 • 2 1 • Notch BA 38.00 34.00 8.00 1.11 10.59 Notch	on	RLM
7 • 2 2 • Piercer/borer BA 46.00 25.00 8.00 1.84 10.88 20mm	point	at	distal	end	shaped	into	borer	or	piercer.
8 • 	 7.46 Very	small	core.
9 Piercer 	 point	on	one	edge.
10 Undefined 	 Might	be	a	core	flake	with	2	flake	scars.
1 • LN/EBA 129.52 • Late	Neolithic	core	with	14	flake	scars
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 35.00 22.00 8.00 1.59 7.54 Scraper	RLM	with	semi	abrupt	retouch	around	to	distal	end	
3 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 5.71
4 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 23.00 25.00 3.00 0.92 2.47 Point	at	distal/RLM	corner	and	down	RLM	backed	on	LLM.
5 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 2.00 Proximal	end.	Piercer	corner	RLM	and	break
6 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 30.00 13.00 7.00 2.30 2.37 Pointed	flake	with	awl	made	at	distal	end.
7 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 26.00 20.00 6.00 1.30 4.04 Cutting	edge	made	by	retouch	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
8 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 44.00 40.00 12.00 1.10 25.09 Cutting	edge	LLM	with	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.	Backed	RLM
9 	 • LN/EBA 10.70 Exhausted	core,	4	flake	scars	evident.
10 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 9.83 Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal	and	ventral.	Cutting	edge	at	distal	end.
11 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 44.66 Wedge	shape	flake,	Invasive	retouch	over	dorsal.	Broad	point	at	distal	end
1 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 34.00 18.00 4.00 1.88 2.74 • Possible	damaged	denticulate	edge	on	LLM.	RLM	has	3	points,	awls	or	denticulate.
2 • 3 0 Undefined E-Neo 4.18 Proximal	end	of	early	flake	with	blue-grey	patination.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 17.00 26.00 8.00 0.65 3.83 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end.	Invasive	retouch	over	both	sides.
4 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 26.00 35.00 8.00 0.74 9.74 Borer	proximal/RLM	corner.	Invasive	retouch	ventral	&	dorsal	all	around	point.
5 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 40.00 23.00 6.00 1.73 7.00 Cutting	edge	LLM	with	retouch.	
6 • 2 3 • Undefined E-Neo 19.75 RLM	and	part	distal	missing,	retouch	on	remaining	distal.	Part	heavy	patination
7 Handaxe Neo 65.22 Small	handaxe.
8 	 Cutting	tool LN/EBA 53.09 Bi-lateral	retouch	on	sharp	edge.
1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 38.00 29.00 6.00 1.31 8.16 Retouch	distal	&	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 33.00 50.00 18.00 0.66 29.96 Double	piercer	–	RLM	and	LLM	distal	corners.	Backed	Distal	end.
3 • 1 3 • Side	scraper BA 20.00 26.00 6.00 0.76 4.13 Abrupt	retouch	LLM,	backed	by	abrupt	retouch	RLM.
4 • 1 3 • BA 2.80
1 • 2 1 • Denticulate LN/EBA 13.58 Proximal	end.	Denticulate	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM
2 • 3 0 Undefined LN/EBA 1.39 Proximal	end.
3 • 2 1 • Borer BA 14.03 Point	has	abrupt	retouch	leading	to	it.
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 61.00 26.00 16.00 2.34 41.06 Thick	flak,	sharp	edge	RLM.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.
5 	 • 	 87.56 Thermal	damaged	core	fragment.	6	flake	scars.
1 • 2 1 • Awl BA 25.00 48.00 10.00 0.52 12.67 Points	both	ends	of	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 30.00 26.00 4.00 1.15 3.19 Point	at	distal	end.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM	by	invasive	retouch.
3 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 13.10
4 • 2 2 	 • BA 7.95
5 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 35.00 25.00 9.00 1.40 9.36
6 • 3 0 • Piercer Palaeo 40.00 28.00 11.00 1.42 16.38 Point	corner	distal/RLM	Backed	LLM.	Heavily	patinated	on	dorsal.
7 • 2 1 • BA 10.20
1 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 21.00 13.00 4.00 1.61 1.39
2 • 2 1 Undefined BA 3.56
3 • 3 0 • BA 8.00
4 • 3 0 • Disc	Knife LN/EBA 44.00 38.00 9.00 1.15 26.00 • Disc	shaped	flake.	Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	distal.
5 • 1 3 • Borer LN/EBA 49.00 37.00 8.00 1.32 17.52 Irregular	flake	borer	proximal	end.
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7 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.11 Proximal	end	of	flake,	retouch	on	RLM.
8 • 2 2 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 19.00 19.00 4.00 1.00 1.95 RLM	scraping	edge.
9 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 0.48
10 	 Borer BA 12.57 Retouch	along	1	edge	and	around	point.
11 	 Cutting	tool BA 21.86 Sharp	edge	with	bi-lateral	retouch.
	 1 10.67 	 Burnt	worked	flint.
1 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 28.00 20.00 3.00 1.40 2.27 Heavily	patinated	flake,	small	point	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Awl	x2 LN/EBA 48.00 34.00 8.00 1.41 14.93 • Points	on	LLM	and	RLM,	backed	distal	end.	Patinated.
3 • 3 0 • Disc	Knife LN/EBA 46.00 44.00 16.00 1.04 30.39 • Disc	shaped	flake	with	retouched	cutting	edge	RLM,	
4 • 1 2 • Hollow	scraper BA 70.00 31.00 16.00 2.25 34.36 Oblong	primary	flake,	concave	scraper	upper	LLM	with	retouch	
5 • 1 3 • Cutting	edge BA 62.00 46.00 16.00 1.34 55.96
Primary	flake,	bi-lateral	invasive	retouch	on	cutting	edge	upper	RLM,	notch	lower	
RLM	for	holding.	Backed	LLM.
6 	 Borer BA 35.23 Oblong	pointed	flake,	retouch	along	one	edge	and	at	pointed	end.
7 	 Borer BA 125.60 Heavy	duty	borer.	Retouched	all	over	for	handling	and	around	point.
	 1 5.70 	
1 • 2 1 • Knife E-Neo 40.00 30.00 6.00 1.33 8.68 • •
Diagnostic	knife	of	Early	Neolithic.	D-shape	with	fine	invasive	retouch	from	distal	
down	LLM.	RLM	has	cortex	remaining.
2 Discoidal	core • LN/EBA 26.38 • Worked	out	core,	8	flake	scars	including	arrowhead	flake	removal	from	top.
3 • 2 1 	 • BA 50.00 20.00 7.00 2.50 7.20
4 • 2 1 	 • BA 30.00 26.00 6.00 1.15 6.15
5 • 2 1 • End+Side	Scraper LN/EBA 35.00 35.00 6.00 1.00 10.25 Abrupt	retouch	distal	&	RLM	forming	scrapers.
6 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 32.00 22.00 4.00 1.45 4.58 Semi	abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	cutting	edge.	RLM	cortex.
7 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 20.00 13.00 3.00 1.53 0.73
8 • 3 0 • Borer BA 8.36 Y-shaped	flake,	point	RLM	and	Distal/break.
9 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 28.00 24.00 7.00 1.16 4.36 Retouch	along	RLM	on	ventral	side.
10 • 2 3 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 33.00 28.00 7.00 1.17 6.49 LLM	cutting	edge,	backed	at	distal.	RLM	cortex.
11 • 2 1 • Denticulate LN/EBA 28.00 30.00 7.00 0.93 6.40 3	points	along	distal	edge	and	3	along	LLM.
12 • 2 2 • BA 32.62
13 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 25.00 24.00 4.00 1.04 3.00
14 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 34.00 28.00 8.00 1.21 8.00 Points	at	distal	end,	may	be	plough	damage	though.
4 55.78
1 Knife LN/EBA 48.00 37.00 16.00 – 33.31 •
Small	oval	nodule	with	bi-lateral	invasive	retouch	on	one	edge	over	50%	of	both	
sides,	remainder	cortex.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 53.00 50.00 9.00 1.06 30.44 Broad	flake,	scraper	on	LLM	
3 • 3 0 • Undefined E-Neo 1.85 Proximal	end	of	very	heavily	patinated	flake.
4 • 2 1 • Core	rejuvination LN/EBA 54.00 26.00 12.00 2.07 13.49 May	have	been	used	as	a	piercer	as	well.
5 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 27.00 21.00 5.00 1.28 3.59 Notch	on	RLM.
6 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 26.00 22.00 4.00 1.18 3.00 Cutting	edge	LLM.
7 • 2 1 • Borer BA 38.00 42.00 13.00 0.94 18.83 Pointed	flake,	retouch	RLM.
8 • 2 2 • LN/EBA 26.00 16.00 4.00 1.62 1.94
9 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 1.65 Broken	tip	of	blade	flake.
10 	 Scraper LN/EBA 22.35 Invasive	retouch	over	scraping	edge.
11 	 Piercer LN/EBA 51.87 Pointed	flint	retouched	all	over	for	ease	of	holding.
12 	 Borer BA 42.09 Pointed	flint	retouched	for	ease	of	holding.
1 	 • LN/EBA 37.00 23.00 7.00 1.60 118.34 Core	with	6	flake	scars
2 • 2 1 Axe	thinning	flake • Neo 8.43 Possible	axe	thinning	flake.
3 • 2 2 • Cutting	edge BA 40.00 44.00 10.00 0.90 18.41 Cutting	edge	LLM.
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1 • 3 0 • Microlith Meso 20.00 10.00 3.00 2.00 0.72 Small	cutting	edge	on	LLM.	Composite	tool.
2 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 40.00 38.00 8.00 1.05 18.88 Concave	scraper	on	LLM	with	abrupt	retouch	
3 • 3 0 • End	scraper BA 34.00 32.00 12.00 1.06 14.68 Abrupt	retouch	at	diastal	end.
4 • 2 2 • Multi	Tool BA 44.00 19.00 9.00 2.31 7.58 Point	at	distal,	notch	on	LLM.
5 • 2 2 • LN/EBA 25.00 24.00 7.00 1.04 6.17
6 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 33.00 23.00 6.00 1.43 5.42
7 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 36.00 46.00 8.00 0.78 17.15
8 • 3 0 • Side	scraper BA 13.73 Abrupt	retouch	on	steep	side.
9 • 3 0 	 • BA 35.00 26.00 13.00 1.34 14.30
10 	 • ? 60.47 4	thin	blade	type	scars	approx	5mm	wide	20-25mm	long.	1	broad	flake	scar.
	 1 18.86 	
1 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 44.00 46.00 8.00 0.95 20.21 Abrupt	retouch	distal	e	nd.	Retouch	LLM,	possible	cutting	edge.
2 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 27.00 19.00 4.00 1.42 2.49
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 27.00 23.00 8.00 1.17 5.22 Retouch	on	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Piercer	+	scraper LN/EBA 40.00 30.00 5.00 1.33 7.89 Point	at	distal	end.	Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	forming	scraper.
5 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 30.00 19.00 4.00 1.57 2.75 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.
6 • 3 0 Undefined Neo 18.00 Patinated	flint.
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 22.00 19.00 4.00 1.15 1.96 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	LLM	has	cortex.
8 • 2 1 • BA 31.00 23.00 6.00 1.34 3.72
9 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 34.00 27.00 7.00 1.25 7.12 Dark,	fine	grained	flint.	Points	at	distal	end.
10 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 4.48 Point	distal	and	LLM.
11 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 28.12 Possible	core	fragment	removals	on	most	faces.
12 	 • LN/EBA 10.40 Very	small	core,	check	similarity	with	D4–8.	11	flake	scars.
13 	 Core	tester • BA 225.10 Large	nodule	with	5	flake	scars.
1 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 38.00 28.00 6.00 1.35 9.35 D-shaped	flake	knife,	cutting	edge	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 32.00 30.00 3.00 1.06 4.43 Point	at	distal	end,	retouch	on	all	margins.
3 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 25.00 20.00 4.00 1.25 2.52
4 • 2 1 • BA 2.00
5 • 3 0 • Meso 13.00 12.00 2.00 1.08 0.37
6 • 1 3 • Serrated	edge Meso 38.00 12.00 2.00 3.16 1.18 • Small	blade	with	serrated	edge.
7 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge BA 24.00 23.00 8.00 1.04 4.43 Cutting	edge	RLM,	backed	LLM.
8 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 7.40 Proximal	fragment	of	disc	type	flake.	Notch	on	RLM.
9 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 5.92 LLM	broken	off	retouch	down	RLM.
10 • 1 3 • Denticulate BA 58.00 54.00 15.00 1.07 46.32 Denticulate	edge	on	RLM	with	bi-lateral	retouch.
11 • 1 3 • Spokeshave BA 34.00 36.00 10.00 0.94 14.51 Spokeshave	at	distal	end.
12 • 3 0 • End	scraper LN/EBA 31.00 38.00 8.00 0.81 10.82 Scraper	at	distal	end
13 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 4.39 possible	broken	knife.
14 • 3 0 • BA 16.00 24.00 6.00 0.66 2.21
15 • 3 0 • Knife LN/EBA 46.00 22.00 6.00 2.09 8.44 Cutting	edge	LLM,	
16 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 34.00 34.00 7.00 1.00 9.24 Long	pint	on	LLM,	flattened	end	so	probable	a	borer.
17 • 3 0 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 33.00 33.00 7.00 1.00 10.36 Point	corner	distal/LLM.	Fine	retouch	along	LLM.
18 	 • BA 47.69 Core	fragment	or	tester.
19 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 36.00 43.00 11.00 0.83 19.54 Long	point	at	distal	end.	Retouch	distal	&	RLM



























































































































































































21 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 40.00 32.00 11.00 1.25 17.25 Point	at	distal/LLM,	retouch	along	LLM.
22 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 26.00 28.00 6.00 0.95 6.50 Cutting	edge	on	LLM
23 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 51.00 51.00 10.00 1.00 33.54 Borer	LLM/proximal	corner.	Retouch	along	RLM	&	LLM
24 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 50.00 46.00 18.00 1.08 43.83 Cutting	edge	on	RLM
25 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper BA 45.00 55.00 19.00 0.81 67.93 Hollow	scrapers	on	RLM	and	LLM.
26 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 50.00 40.00 18.00 1.25 40.70 Scraper	RLM	and	around	distal.
27 	 • LN/EBA 50.68
28 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 28.00 21.00 4.00 1.33 2.64 Cutting	edge	on	LLM
	 2 31.71 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 23.00 27.00 5.00 0.85 4.64 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.	Invasive	retouch	all	over	Dorsal
2 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 26.00 34.00 9.00 0.76 7.69 Point	corner	proximal/LLM.	Core	rotated	90°	prior	to	flake	removal.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer E-Neo 45.00 20.00 4.00 2.25 5.96 • Blade	flake,	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	Point	LLM	&	Distal.
4 • 3 0 • Knife E-Neo 54.00 23.00 7.00 2.34 12.44 • Backed	knife,	Cutting	edge	LLM.	Dorsal	has	central	ridge.
5 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 45.00 18.00 10.00 2.50 8.65 • Cutting	edge	on	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 63.00 18.00 11.00 3.50 16.63 •
Long	blate	type	flake,	central	ridge	on	dorsal,	thick	point	at	distal,	retouched	along	
RLM	and	LLM	to	facilitate	handling.
7 • 3 0 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 48.00 18.00 8.00 2.66 7.41 • Point	made	a	proximal	end.
8 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 40.00 42.00 7.00 0.95 18.57 Broad	flake,	retouch	distal	&	RLM.	Possible	notch	LLM.
9 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 2.83 Procimal	end,	Cutting	edge	RLM,	backed	at	distal	break.
10 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 4.06
11 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 18.00 23.00 4.00 0.78 2.03 Cutting	edge	LLM.
12 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 28.00 21.00 4.00 1.33 2.19 Point	at	distal	end.
13 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 23.00 28.00 6.00 0.82 4.55
14 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 64.00 38.00 14.00 1.68 38.24 Hafted	tool,	scrapers	on	LLM	and	RLM.
15 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 27.00 23.00 10.00 1.17 6.71
16 	 • LN/EBA 58.68 8	flake	scars	from	single	platform.
17 • 2 1 • Denticulate BA 50.00 40.00 18.00 1.25 43.35 Denticulate	at	distal	end.
1 3.47
1 • 3 0 • Arrowhead	 LN/EBA 30.00 28.00 4.00 1.07 4.06 Arrowhead	blank,	barbed	&	tanged	type.	Partial	retouch	suggests	flint	not	suitable.
2 • 2 2 • Undefined LN/EBA 31.00 30.00 10.00 1.03 12.34 Retouch	distal	and	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 8.20 LLM	half	of	a	disc	flake	cutting	edge	LLM.
4 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 36.00 20.00 6.00 1.80 5.05 Awl	at	LLM/distal	corner.	Notch/hollow	scraper	beneath.
5 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 38.00 40.00 8.00 0.95 13.04 Retouch	RLM	and	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Borer BA 43.00 33.00 9.00 1.30 16.00 Borer	on	RLM	retouch	all	margins.
7 • 1 3 • BA 20.00 22.00 6.00 0.90 2.81
8 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 24.00 17.00 6.00 1.41 2.39 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end.
9 • • BA 29.49
10 • LN/EBA 30.83 9	flake	scars.
11 • LN/EBA 40.58 5	flake	scars
12 • BA 32.16 5	flake	scars
2 10.93 	
1 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife E-Neo 48.00 43.00 12.00 1.11 35.00 • • Cutting	edge	LLM.	Abrupt	retuch	at	distal	RLM	cortex.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer BA 30.00 21.00 7.00 1.42 7.07 Point	distal/RLM	corner.	Retouch	along	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • BA 2.76
4 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 36.00 29.00 9.00 1.24 6.91 Small	point	made	upper	RLM.	Backed	LLM.






























































































































































































6 • 2 1 	 • BA 22.00 24.00 6.00 0.91 2.14
7 • 2 1 	 • BA 20.00 16.00 3.00 1.25 1.23
8 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper BA 52.15 Concave	area	on	proximal	with	retouch.Retouch	on	LLM.
9 • 3 0 • Piercer E-Neo 36.00 16.00 9.00 2.25 5.55
10 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 29.13 Distal	end.	Point	distal/RLM	corner.
	 2 16.91 	
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 46.00 18.00 6.00 2.66 6.13 Cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 1.69 Pointed	proximal	end	retouched	as	piercer.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 30.00 16.00 5.00 1.87 2.23 • Pointed	flake	Piercer	at	distal	end.
4 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 32.00 28.00 5.00 1.14 8.13 Disc	type	flake,	abrupt	retouch	along	straight	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	around	distal.
5 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 27.00 36.00 5.00 0.75 5.75 Piercers	either	end	of	distal	at	RLM	and	LLM	margins.	Curved	RLM	with	retouch.
6 • 2 1 • End	scraper BA 64.00 32.00 14.00 2.00 35.66 Retouch	on	all	margins.
7 • 2 1 	 • BA 33.00 38.00 10.00 0.86 20.00
8 • 3 0 	 • BA 4.75
	 2 60.95 	 !	Burnt	!	Heated	knapped	flint	
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 29.00 14.00 4.00 2.07 2.47 • Cutting	edge	on	LLM	
2 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 35.00 17.00 3.00 2.05 2.53 • Serrated	edge	LLM.	Backed	RLM.	Unusual	coloured	inclusion	in	flint	(purple).
3 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 40.00 16.00 6.00 2.50 2.68 • Serrated	edge	RLM.	Backed	RLM.	
4 • 2 1 • Denticulate LN/EBA 52.00 28.00 11.00 1.85 18.82 • Denticulate	edge	on	LLM
5 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 53.00 31.00 8.00 1.70 18.07
Point	corner	distal/RLM	Retouched	all	around.	Backed	mid	RLM	by	semi-abrupt	
retouch	on	ventral
6 • 3 0 Blank	tool LN/EBA 6.46 Proximal	end	of	disc	shaped	flake.	Diagonal	break	mid	LLM	to	distal	near	RLM.
7 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 1.93 Proximal	end	of	flake	break	has	invasive	retouch	leading	to	point	on	RLM.
8 • 2 2 • Knife LN/EBA 6.71 Proximal	end	of	flake.	Retouch	on	LLM	indicates	cutting	edge	RLM	cortex.
9 • 2 1 • Borer BA 22.62 Point	on	RLM/break.	Poor	knapping.
10 • 2 2 • End	scraper BA 48.00 40.00 9.00 1.20 17.37 Small	scraper	at	distal	end.
11 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 15.79 Heated	flint	prior	to	knapping.	
	 1 26.87 	
1 • 3 0 • Awl E-Neo 30.00 30.00 8.00 1.00 10.94 Small	points	on	LLM	and	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 30.00 29.00 6.00 1.03 5.81
Point	distal/LLM	with	retouch	around,	retouch	LLM	and	distal.	Small	notch	+	
retouch	on	distal.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 19.00 19.00 4.00 1.00 1.77
4 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 24.00 22.00 3.00 1.09 2.80 Abrupt	retouch	on	LLM.
5 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 25.00 43.00 7.00 0.58 7.84 Pointed	distal/RLM	corner.
6 • 2 1 Undefined LN/EBA 41.45 Possible	core	flake.
7 • 2 1 • Borer BA 63.00 93.00 16.00 0.67 110.37 Broad		flake	point	LLM/distal	end.	Retouch	along	distal.
8 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 26.23
9 	 • LN/EBA 59.10 7	flake	scars	on	core.
10 	 • LN/EBA 46.86 9	flake	scars	on	core.




E-Neo 40.39 • •
Edges	have	bi-lateral	flake	removals	like	hand	axe	or	laurel	leaf	manufacture,	one	
side	has	cortex.	Sub	triangular	shape	with	long	cutting	edge.
2 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 46.00 24.00 10.00 1.91 13.58 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	backed	by	Retouch	on	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 42.00 42.00 11.00 1.00 21.20 Cutting	edge	lower	RLM,	with	notch	above	for	handling.
4 • 2 1 • BA 21.00 29.00 6.00 0.72 4.30

































































































































































































6 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 26.54 Point	RLM/distal	break,	retouch	at	point	and	along	break.
7 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge BA 22.00 31.00 8.00 0.70 7.91 Cutting	edge	along	distal.	Retouch	RLM.
8 	 Borer BA 17.36 Triangular	natural	flake.
9 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 24.34 Poorly	knapped	irregular	flake.	Pointed	distal	end.
	 2 55.96 	
1 • 2 2 • ART Neo 46.00 35.00 12.00 1.31 23.44 • • Flint	shaped	into	animal	head,	invasive	retouch	adding	definition.
2 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 38.00 23.00 4.00 1.65 4.59 Cutting	edge	LLM	cortex	RLM	edge.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 33.00 28.00 9.00 1.17 8.80 Scraping	edge	on	LLM
4 • 1 3 	 • – 2.21
	 1 11.77 	
1 • 3 0 • Knife E-Neo 5.23 Proximal	end	of	blade	flake,	Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.
2 • 2 2 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 31.00 15.00 4.00 2.06 2.39 Serrated	edge	on	LLM.	RLM	has	cortex.
3 • 3 0 • Awl	&	piercer E-Neo 42.00 28.00 6.00 1.50 7.83 Awl	lower	LLM	made	with	notch	either	side.	Piercer	at	distal	end.	Heated	flint.
4 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge Meso 24.00 14.00 1.00 1.71 0.83 Microlith	type	flake,	with	fine	retouch	on	RLM	small	teeth	on	edge.
5 • 3 0 • Undefined E-Neo 23.00 18.00 1.00 1.55 1.14 Retouch	on	LLM.
6 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 23.00 18.00 3.00 1.27 1.72 Notch	on	RLM,	with	semi-abrupt	retouch.
7 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 1.93 Proximal	end	with	retouch	on	RLM
8 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 37.00 28.00 6.00 1.32 6.11 Awl	at	distal	end.Retouch	along	RLM.
9 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge BA 34.00 34.00 10.00 1.00 16.55 Cutting	edge	LLM.
10 • 2 1 	 • BA 28.00 18.00 7.00 1.55 5.52
11 • 2 2 	 • BA 22.00 16.00 4.00 1.35 2.26
12 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 1.25
13 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 6.16
14 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 9.63
	 6 146.87 	
1 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 28.00 20.00 7.00 1.40 4.59 Cutting	edge	RLM.	Backed	LLM	and	distal.
2 • 2 2 • End	scraper LN/EBA 28.00 24.00 4.00 1.16 3.90 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	and	down	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Denticulate BA 34.00 20.00 6.00 1.70 4.77 Retouch	+	denticulates	on	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • BA 28.00 28.00 8.00 1.00 7.39
5 • 2 2 • BA 33.00 22.00 6.00 1.50 4.84
6 • 1 2 • Side	scraper BA 36.00 40.00 10.00 0.90 14.86 Scraper	on	LLM.
7 	 • BA 80.00 8	flake	scars
8 	 • BA 87.20 10	flake	scars
	 3 33.25 	
1 • 2 2 • Piercer/borer BA 76.00 60.00 23.00 1.26 117.10 Large	pointed	flake,	retouch	along	RLM	&LLM	leading	to	point.
	 2 37.95 	
1 • 3 0 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 28.29 Proximal	end	of	flake,	abrupt	retouch	on	LLM.	Dark	fine	grained	flint.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge – 54.00 36.00 13.00 1.50 19.81 Re-used	earlier	blue-patinated	flake.	Retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal
3 • 2 2 	 • BA 3.72
4 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 7.16
5 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 4.09
6 	 Cutting	tool LN/EBA 52.30 Invasive	retouch	over	2	sides.






1 178800 475875 475900
178775 475925 475950
2 178775 475900 475925






















































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 30.00 21.00 7.00 1.42 3.09 Very	pointed	flake	formed	to	piercer.
2 • 1 3 • Cutting	edge BA 42.00 38.00 8.00 1.10 18.21 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	LLM	has	cortex.	Retouch	along	cutting	edge.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 12.23 Retouch	along	LLM
4 • 3 0 • Blade	tip LN/EBA 1.21 Distal	tip	of	broken	knife,	probably	denticulate	with	4	teeth	on	LLM	backed	RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Neo 3.88 thinnig	flake.
6 • 1 3 • Cutting	edge Neo 86.00 98.00 20.00 0.87 173.00 Large	primary	flake.	Retouch	distal	&	around	to	LLM
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 3.33 Blade	tip.
2 • 3 0 • E-Neo 27.00 17.00 5.00 1.58 2.09
3 • 1 3 • BA 43.00 45.00 10.00 0.95 16.39
4 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 36.00 50.00 6.00 0.72 11.00 Points	at	distal	end	and	corner	distal/RLM.
5 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 15.55 Point	at	distal	and	RLM	
6 • 3 0 • Awl Meso 20.00 17.00 2.00 1.17 1.22 • Mesolithic	composite	tool,	Awl	on	LLM.	Hafting	protrusion	on	RLM.
7 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 26.00 24.00 6.00 1.08 4.09
8 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper BA 38.00 30.00 10.00 1.26 10.89 Hollow	scraper	on	RLM.
9 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 2.57
10 • 2 2 	 • BA 26.89
	 5 54.34 	
1 • 3 0 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 40.00 28.00 10.00 1.42 14.45 Left	handed	knife,	semi	abrupt	edge	sharpening	on	RLM.	Backed	at	distal.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 42.00 40.00 15.00 1.05 34.56 Abrupt	retouch	on	RLM.	Left	handed	scraper
3 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 38.00 28.00 8.00 1.37 10.06 Left-handed	knife.	Cutting	edge	upper	RLM,	backed	lower	RLM,	LLM	cortex.
4 • 2 1 	 • – 2.58
	 3 92.05 	
1 • 2 1 • Borer BA 68.00 42.00 16.00 1.61 58.00 Point	at	distal/RLM	corner.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	at	distal.	Retouch	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 4.40 Proximal	end,	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 25.00 34.00 11.00 0.73 11.27 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	extending	to	part	RLM	&	LLM.
4 • 2 2 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 18.25 • 22mm	point	at	proximal	end	with	retouch	along	length.
1 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 70.00 45.00 18.00 1.55 67.35 Large	D-shape	flake	with	cutting	edge	on	LLM,	backed	around	distal	&RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 45.00 25.00 17.00 1.80 20.86 Cutting	edge	LLM,	simple	knife.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 7.15 retouched	edge	
4 • 3 0 • BA 4.53
5 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 46.10
6 • 2 1 	 • BA 9.65
	 1 67.41 	
1 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 58.00 40.00 10.00 1.45 21.94 Notch	at	distal	end,	Retouch	LLM,	with	2nd	notch,	and	on	concave	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Side	scraper BA 46.00 24.00 11.00 1.91 11.92 Diamond	shape	flake,	Retouch	along	LLM	and	part	RLM
3 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 53.00 35.00 9.00 1.51 16.00 Left	handed	backed	knife,	cutting	edge	RLM,	cortex	LLM
4 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 3.25 Proximal	end,	retouch	on	RLM.
5 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 20.00 28.00 3.00 0.71 3.00 Awl	distal/RLM	corner	with	retouch.
6 • LN/EBA 30.78
7 • 2 1 • BA 8.94
8 11 262.14 • • BA 93.96 Core	used	as	hammerstone.	
1 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 39.00 59.00 15.00 0.66 40.29 •
Pont	at	RLM/proximal	corner.	Semi-abrupt	retouch	LLM	and	around	distil	end	for	
holding.	Retouch	RLM	to	create	point.
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1788254 475950 475975
3 178825 475925 475950
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3 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 62.00 30.00 7.00 2.06 12.69 • Pointed	flake	formed	to	piercer	at	distal	end,	Invasive	retouch	at	proximal	
4 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 38.00 45.00 6.00 0.84 16.95 Point	at	lower	RLM	and	proximal	end	with	retouch	along	edges.
5 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 29.00 32.00 7.00 0.90 8.24 Cutting	edge	on	LLM	with	bi-lateral	retouch.	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	&	RLM.
6 • 3 0 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 40.00 30.00 12.00 1.33 18.42 Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	&	RLM.	
7 • 3 0 • – 8.34 	
8 • 2 1 • Borer BA 26.00 38.00 16.00 0.68 19.29 Borer	lower	RLM	at	proximal	corner,	backed	around	distal	end.
9 • 3 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 47.00 32.00 8.00 1.46 11.18 Cutting	edge	on	LLM	backed	at	distal.
10 • 3 1 • Awl/Piercer LN/EBA 40.00 30.00 11.00 1.33 12.25 Awl	mid	LLM.
11 • 1 3 • – 20.00 20.00 7.00 1.00 2.32
12 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 25.00 17.00 3.00 1.47 1.80 Pointed	distal	end.
13 • 3 0 • Awl Meso 21.00 18.00 3.00 1.16 1.70 point	at	distal/RLM	corner	with	retouch	along	RLM.
14 	 Scraper BA 47.90
15 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 37.00 28.00 8.00 1.32 9.42
16 	 • 	 91.94 2	flake	scars.
	 3 56.74 	
1 • 1 3 • Knife LN/EBA 28.00 31.00 12.00 0.90 11.52 Semi	abrupt	retouch	on	RLM	forming	cutting	edge.	
2 • 1 3 • Thumbnail	scraper LN/EBA 29.00 25.00 6.00 1.16 6.61 Thumbnail	type	scraperRetouch	around	all	edges.
3 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 45.00 35.00 12.00 1.28 19.94 Pointed	flake,	retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM	also	dorsal	central	ridge.
4 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife BA 30.00 22.00 7.00 1.36 5.63 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed/cortex	RLM.
5 • 1 3 • BA 6.13
6 • 2 1 • BA 23.00 31.00 11.00 0.74 9.24
7 • 3 0 • BA 27.00 16.00 5.00 1.68 2.05
8 • 2 1 • Awl BA 32.00 37.00 15.00 0.86 19.37 Small	point	with	retouch	a	distal	end.
9 	 • BA 70.19 Abraided	core.
10 	 Borer BA 173.92 Large	flint	with	broad	point	-	retouch	around.
1 • 2 1 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 56.00 40.00 12.00 1.40 30.19 Point	and	wide	notched/scrapers	at	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 36.00 47.00 11.00 0.76 25.12 Pointed	LLM	with	retouch	all	around,	invasive	retouch	on	ventral	side.	Heated	flint.
3 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 34.00 24.00 9.00 1.41 10.48 D-shaped	flake,	Retouched	cutting	edge	LLM	backed	at	distal,	RLM	cortex.
4 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 19.00 32.00 4.00 0.59 3.45 Pointed	LLM	with	retouch	all	around.
5 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 21.00 21.00 8.00 1.00 3.30 Awl	made	at	LLM/distal	corner.
6 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 45.00 33.00 8.00 1.36 17.26 Serrated	edge	along	LLM.
7 • 3 0 • Undefined Paleo 44.12 Old	patinated	and	iron	stained	flake	retouch	along	one	edge.
8 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 2.00
9 • 2 2 	 • BA 11.20
10 • 2 2 	 • LN/EBA 5.71
11 	 Borer • LN/EBA 80.90 Rectangular	flint	core	turned	into	piercer.
12 	 Borer BA 69.13 Pointed	flint	with	retouch.
13 	 • • BA 136.28 single	flake	removal,	hammerstone
	 4 95.14 	
1 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 34.00 38.00 10.00 0.89 14.47 Broad	point	centre	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 36.00 19.00 8.00 1.89 3.42 Ponted	flake.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 6.38 Point	at	proximal	with	retouch.	Retouch	LLM.	RLM	broken
4 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 31.00 20.00 6.00 1.55 4.38 Cutting	edge	on	RLM	
5 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 1.68


























































































































































































7 • 2 1 • BA 20.00 25.00 7.00 0.80 3.27
8 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 11.18
9 • 2 1 • Undefined BA 23.00 34.00 9.00 0.67 8.47 Retouch	at	distal.
10 • 2 1 	 • BA 29.00 38.00 8.00 0.73 11.47
11 • 2 1 	 • BA 42.00 38.00 10.00 1.10 27.76
12 	 Borer LN/EBA 24.96 Borer	centre	one	edge	with	retouch	all	along.
13 	 • LN/EBA 69.91 10	flake	scars.
14 	 Borer BA 71.09
15 	 • 	 139.19
	 2 24.85 	
1 • 2 1 • Awl BA 46.00 44.00 12.00 1.04 26.68 Awl	on	distal,	retouch	all	margins,	invasive	on	ventral.
2 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 96.00 51.00 21.00 1.88 94.39 Large	flake,	scrapers	on	LLM	and	RLM.
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper BA 61.00 42.00 15.00 1.45 31.81 Abrupt	retouch	on	LLM.
4 • 3 0 • Undefined BA 25.35 Left	side	of	disc	type	flake	with	partial	retouch
5 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 50.45 Proximal	end	of	thick	flake,	possibly	part	of	a	core.	Blue	patination	forming.
6 	 Borer BA 342.91 heavy	duty	borer,	retouch	leading	to	and	around	point.
1 • 1 3 • End	&	side	scraper LN/EBA 36.00 36.00 11.00 1.00 20.04 • Abrupt	retouch	LLM	around	distal	on	dorsal	side,	on	ventral	along	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Backed	Knife E-Neo 57.00 38.00 5.00 1.50 16.55 Thin	primary	flake	LLM	has	invasive	retouch	along	edge	removing	cortex.
3 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 46.00 30.00 13.00 1.53 19.88 D-shape	flake	cutting	edge	LLM	with	edge	retouch.	Backed	RLM	and	distal.
4 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 19.53 Proximal	end	of	flake,	Retouch	along	break	RLM	and	LLM.	Point	break/RLM.
5 • 2 2 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 52.00 46.00 10.00 1.13 32.65 Hollow	scraper	at	Distal	with	retouch.
6 	 • LN/EBA 43.77 Core	fragment.
7 	 Borer BA 31.25 3-pointed	end	of	flint	with	retouch.
8 	 Borer LN/EBA 60.72 Pointed	flint,	invasive	retouch	on	one	side	and	around	point.
9 	 • • LN/EBA 165.80 Old	core	used	as	hammerstone.
	 1 9.90 	
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 30.00 16.00 6.00 1.89 2.39 • Short	blade	flake,	possible	serrated	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.	Blue-grey	patination.
2 	 • LN/EBA 38.69 Heated	core,	5	flake	scars.
	 3 87.77 	
1 • 2 2 • End	&	side	scraper LN/EBA 41.00 36.00 12.00 1.13 19.00
Scrapers	distal	end	and	LLM.	Invasive	retouch	over	ventral,	cortex	on	60%	of	dorsal.	
Abrupt	retouch	all	margins.
2 • 3 0 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 32.00 40.00 13.00 0.80 18.13
Irregular	flake,	Point	+	retouch	around	at	distal/LLM	corner	with	semi-abrupt	
retouch	down	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	distal	?Hollow	scraper.	Backed	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 42.00 27.00 8.00 1.55 11.44 Pointed	flake,	retouch	+	notch	LLM	&	RLM,	?hafted.	
4 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 50.00 44.00 17.00 1.13 47.27 RLM	Bi-lateral	retouch	along	cutting	edge.
5 Chopping	tool BA 95.38 Natural	wedge	shape	flint	with	sharpened	edge.
5 146.65 	
1 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 25.00 36.00 10.00 0.69 12.48
2 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 25.00 22.00 6.00 1.13 2.57
3 • 1 3 • BA 60.00 38.00 13.00 1.57 48.69
4 Piercer BA 83.24 Pointed	flint	with	retouch.
5 • BA 52.85 10	flake	removals.
6 Borer BA 103.03
7 Cutting	edge BA 59.70 ridge	with	bi-lateral	retouch	forming	cutting	edge
8 Borer BA 114.03 Broad	point	with	extensive	retouch.



































































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Borer BA 53.00 51.00 21.00 1.03 40.45 Broad	point	at	distal	RLM	corner	
2 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 11.19 Proximal	end,	concave	retouch	on	RLM.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer/borer BA 60.00 31.00 9.00 1.93 21.49 Point	at	proximal	with	retouch.	Retouch	LLM.	
4 • 2 1 • Borer BA 65.00 26.00 19.00 2.50 28.43 Elongated	flake	with	broad	end.
5 • 3 0 • LN/EBA 25.00 30.00 7.00 0.83 4.15
6 • 2 2 • Awl LN/EBA 33.00 30.00 7.00 1.10 7.71 Small	point	with	retouch	RLM.
7 • 2 1 • BA 26.00 26.00 8.00 1.00 8.95
8 • 1 3 • Piercer/borer BA 66.00 42.00 18.00 1.57 62.73 Point	at	proximal	end.
9 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 40.00 39.00 15.00 1.02 33.81 Cutting	edge	RLM	&	possibly	distal.
	 7 145.00 	
1 3 0 • Cutting	edge Paleo 398.84 Large	Lower	Palaeolithic	hand	tool	with	bi-lateral	retouch	to	cutting	edge.
2 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 36.00 25.00 6.00 1.44 6.54 Small	point	at	distal	with	retouch	part	distal	and	LLM.
	 2 45.05 	
1 • 3 0 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 50.00 46.00 10.00 1.08 38.03 Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM	and	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 40.00 36.00 11.00 1.11 17.10 Pointed	flake.	Damage	to	point	at	distal/RLM	corner.	Retouch	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 26.00 34.00 6.00 0.76 5.74 Concave	scraper	at	distal	end.
4 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 72.00 48.00 18.00 1.50 86.74 Retouch	RLM	and	part	distal.
5 • 1 2 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 30.00 21.00 6.00 1.42 4.96 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.
6 	 Chisel BA 84.77 A	few	flake	removals	+	one	tranchet	type	removal	for	sharp	cutting	edge.
	 6 177.00 	
1 • 2 2 • Piercer BA 34.00 34.00 13.00 1.00 12.29 • Sharp	point	on	distal/RLM	with	retouch	down	RLM,	backed	on	LLM.
2 • 3 1 • Borer BA 99.00 46.00 24.00 2.15 124.76 Borer	mid	RLM
3 	 • – 126.84
4 	 • BA 113.15
	 1 31.08 	
1 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 46.00 32.00 7.00 1.43 10.78 Piercer	distal	/	RLM	corner.	Abrupt	retouch	distal	and	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 6.68
3 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 53.00 34.00 18.00 1.55 33.67
4 • 3 0 • Multi	Tool LN/EBA 33.00 51.00 10.00 0.64 17.58 Borer	proximal/LLM	corner.	?scraper	or	backed	RLM.	Concave	scraper	at	distal.
5 	 Borer BA 35.04 Point	with	abrupt	retouch	along	edge	and	backed	on	opposite	side.
6 	 • • – 63.00 Core/hammerstone.
	 3 72.57 	
1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 42.00 38.00 14.00 1.10 25.42 Cutting	edge	with	semi-abrupt	and	bi-lateral	retouch.
2 	 • 	 – Hammerstone	181.56g
1 • 3 0 	 • LN/EBA 2.10
2 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 8.60
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	edge LN/EBA 13.56 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.
1 9.26
1 178950 475975 475900 1 • 2 2 • Piercer BA 57.00 25.00 20.00 2.28 21.70 Pointed	flake	with	retouch.
2 178950 475900 475925 1 • 1 3 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 48.00 28.00 12.00 1.71 14.06 Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM.	Retouch	on	LLM.
3 178950 475925 475950 – 	 No	Finds
1 • 1 3 • Notch LN/EBA 42.00 31.00 8.00 1.35 12.47 • Heavy	patination.	Notch	on	LLM	with	abrupt	retouch.	Denticulate	distal	end.












































2 178900 475900 475925
West	
to	East
4 178950 475950 475975
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4 178925 475950 475975
3 178925 475925 475950
2 178925 475900 475925
1 178925 475875 475900
4 178900 475950 475975












































































































































3 • 1 3 • BA 17.00 26.00 5.00 0.65 2.81
4 • 2 1 • BA 18.00 16.00 6.00 1.12 1.68
5 • 2 1 • Hollow	scraper LN/EBA 48.00 72.00 18.00 0.66 62.37 Hollow	scraper	at	distal	end.





















































































































































































1–2 475350 179100 179150 – No	Finds
3 475350 179150 179175 1 • 2 1 • End	scraper LN/EBA 28.00 38.00 10.00 0.73 14.39 •
Flake	from	well	prepared	platform	with	fine	regular	retouch	along	distal	end	
forming	scraper.
4–5 475350 179175 179225 – No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 46.00 46.00 10.00 1.00 23.73 Abrupt	retouch	forming	Scraper	on	RLM,	backed	by	abrupt	retouch	part	distal	end.
2 • 2 2 • Notch LN/EBA 59.00 24.00 14.00 2.45 22.93 Small	notch	with	retouch	central	LLM.	Backed	beneath	to	assist	holding.
7 475350 179250 179275 – No	Finds
1–3 475375 179100 179175 – No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 50.00 46.00 10.00 1.08 26.64 Cutting	edge	on	LLM,	backed	at	distal	end	by	fine	retouch
2 • 2 2 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 46.00 39.00 17.00 1.17 26.47 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	backed	at	distal	end	by	fine	retouch
5–6 475375 179200 179250 – No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 33.00 25.00 7.00 1.32 7.26 Retouch	along	RLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 40.00 40.00 10.00 1.00 18.54 Point	at	distal/RLM	corner,	backed	at	LLM	margin	by	fine	retouch.
3 • 3 0 •
Serrated	edge	+	
notch
LN/EBA 30.00 17.00 5.00 1.76 3.07 •
Small	blade	flake	with	parallel	flake	scars	on	the	dorsal	side.	RLM	has	serrated	edge	
with	retouch.	Notch	with	retouch	centre	LLM.	
4 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 37.00 27.00 6.00 1.37 6.29 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end,	backed	RLM	&	LLM
1–2 475400 179100 179150 – No	Finds
3 475400 179150 179175 1 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 31.00 23.00 25.00 1.34 3.79 Wide	Notch	with	retouch	around	curve	RLM.	Retouch	distal	and	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 55.00 30.00 14.00 1.83 30.26 Point	with	retouch	around	LLM.	Retouch	along	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 29.00 37.00 13.00 0.78 19.14 LLM	cutting	edge	with	fine	retouch	along	edge.	Backed	part	RLM	and	at	proximal.
3 1 13.62 	
5–7 475400 179200 179275 – No	Finds
1–3 475425 179100 179175 – No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 43.00 26.00 8.00 1.65 13.62 Cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	RLM
2 • LN/EBA Small	worked	out	core	with	multiple	platforms	and	flake	scars.
5–7 475425 179200 179275 – No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 32.00 37.00 10.00 0.86 14.89 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end,	backed	RLM.
2 • 2 2 • 43.00 21.00 9.00 2.04 9.29 Gravel	flint.
1–2 475450 179100 179150 – No	Finds
3 475450 179150 179175 1 33.81
4–8 475450 179175 179300 – No	Finds
F S	>	N 1–8 475475 179100 179300 – No	Finds
1–2 475500 179100 179150 – No	Finds
3 475500 179150 179175 1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 36.00 44.00 5.00 0.81 14.93 • Piecer	made	at	distal/RLM	corner,	with	retouch	along	distal,	backed	along	LLM.
4–8 475500 179175 179300 – No	Finds
179200
















































































































































































































1–5 475525 179100 179225 – No	Finds
6 475525 179225 179250 1 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 56.00 28.00 6.00 2.00 11.29 • Cutting	edge	RLM,	backed	part	LLM	&	Distal	end.	Central	ridge	on	dorsal	side.
7 475525 179250 179275 – No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 31.00 31.00 9.00 1.00 11.03 Cutting	edge	at	distal	end,	backed	RLM	&	LLM
2 • 2 1 • LN/EBA 33.00 31.00 8.00 1.06 7.05
3 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 29.00 26.00 8.00 1.11 7.03 Point	at	distal/RLM	corner.	Retouch	along	upper	RLM.
1–2 475550 179100 179150 No	Finds
3 475550 179150 179175 1 • 2 1 • Knife LN/EBA 69.00 41.00 12.00 1.68 41.11 Cutting	edge	along	RLM.	LLM	Part	backed,	part	cortex.
4–7 475550 179175 179275 – No	Finds
1–6 475575 179100 179250 No	Finds
7 475575 179250 179275 1 • 3 0 • Scraper LN/EBA 11.66 Scraper	distal	end,	retouch	RLM.
1 475600 179100 179125 – No	Finds
2 475600 179125 179150 1 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 22.00 33.00 10.00 0.66 5.78 	
3–6 475600 179150 179250 – No	Finds
7 475600 179250 179275 1 • 2 1 • BA 10.13 	
1–6 475625 179125 179225 – No	Finds
7 475625 179225 179250 1 • 2 1 • Borer BA 65.00 54.00 20.00 1.20 60.44 Heavyweight	borer.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 12.31 Retouched	cutting	edge	on	RLM.
8 475625 179250 179275 – No	Finds
1 475750 178800 178825 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 35.00 35.00 9.00 1.00 12.49 Retouched	cutting	edge	at	distal	end.	Backed	along	RLM	and	part	LLM
2–20 475750 178825 179300 – No	Finds
1–6 475775 178825 178975 – No	Finds
7 475775 178975 179000 1 Chisel 198.86 Triangular	flint	with	retouch	along	sides.
8–10 475775 179000 179075 – No	Finds
11 475775 179075 179100 1 • 2 1 • Disc	scraper LN/EBA 40.00 47.00 11.00 0.85 32.24 • Disc	shaped	flake	with	retouch	around	all	edges.	Part	invaisove	retouch	on	dorsal.
12 475775 179100 179125 1 • 2 1 •
End	Scraper	&	
Notch
LN/EBA 58.00 37.00 10.00 1.57 23.56 • Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.	Notch	centre	LLM.Backed	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 41.00 26.00 7.00 1.57 7.68 • Cutting	edge	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Multi-tool LN/EBA 46.00 37.00 11.00 1.24 24.27 Retouch	along	LLM	=	scraper.	Point	mid	RLM	with	retouch	above	&	below.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 46.00 35.00 14.00 1.31 16.63 Cutting	edge	along	LLM.
14 475775 179150 179175 1 • 2 1 • Borer LN/EBA 36.00 43.00 16.00 0.83 25.00 Point	at	proximal	end.
2 • 2 1 • 59.13
15–16 475775 179175 179225 – No	Finds
17 475775 179225 179250 1 • 1 3 • Undefined 27.88 Retouch	along	RLM.	











































































































































































































18 475775 179250 179275 2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 32.00 45.00 6.00 0.70 10.15 Cutting	edge	along	distal.
19 475775 179275 179300 1 • 2 1 • Disc	Piercer LN/EBA 34.00 40.00 12.00 0.60 21.37 • Disc	shape	flake,	point	with	retouch	at	proximal	end.
20 475775 179300 179325 1 • 2 2 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 35.00 33.00 7.00 1.06 8.50 Cutting	edge	RLM.
1 475800 178825 178850 1 • 2 1 • Concave	scraper LN/EBA 56.00 51.00 10.00 1.09 44.57 Concave	scraper	with	retouch	on	RLM.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal	side.
2 475800 178850 178875 – No	Finds
1 • 2 2 • Undefined LN/EBA 114.00 57.00 32.00 2.00 215.86 Retouch	along	all	margins.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal	side.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 31.00 35.00 4.00 0.88 7.20 Part	retouch	LLM.	Possible	cutting	tool.
1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 39.00 20.00 4.00 1.95 3.96 Retouch	along	LLM	and	distal	end.
• BA 78.97 7	flake	scars	from	multiple	platforms.
5 475800 178925 178950 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 74.03 	
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 23.03 Proximal	end	of	disc	type	flake.	Invasive	retouch	on	dorsal.
3 Cutting	edge 133.00 Wedge	shape	flint	with	sharp	retouched	edge.
6 475800 178950 178975 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool BA 74.00 39.00 24.00 1.89 55.46 Retouch	along	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 24.00 32.00 9.00 0.75 8.75 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	=	scraper.	Retouch	along	RLM	=	cutting	edge.
3 • 3 0 • End	scraper LN/EBA 46.00 24.00 6.00 1.91 7.08 • Scraper	distal	end,	retouch	RLM.
7 475800 178975 179000 1 • 1 3 • 38.00 34.00 8.00 1.11 7.97 	
2 • 1 3 • 27.89 	
8 475800 179000 179025 1 Borer 110.97 Bashed	lump.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 10.14 Blade	type	flake	retouch	LLM.
9 475800 179025 179050 – No	Finds
10 475800 179050 179075 1 • 2 2 • BA 44.79 	
11–13 475800 179075 179150 – No	Finds
1 475825 178825 178850 1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 11.40 Retouch	on	LLM.
2 475825 178850 178875 – 				 No	Finds
3 475825 178875 178900 1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 44.00 25.00 7.00 1.76 7.93 Point	at	distal/RLM	corner	with	retouch	around.	Retouch	lower	RLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 38.00 17.00 5.00 2.23 4.46 Small	flake,	parallel	scars	on	dorsal.	Retouch	along	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 47.00 38.00 10.00 1.23 20.08
Fine	grained	flint	flake,	rectangular	in	shape.	LLM,	RLM	and	distal	margins	all	sharp	
with	possible	use	wear	along	edges.	
4–5 475825 178900 178950 – No	Finds
6 475825 178950 178975 1 • 2 1 • Denticulate	edge LN/EBA 38.00 43.00 12.00 0.88 19.08 Denticulate	edge	LLM	and	around	curved	distal	end.	Backed	along	RLM.	Fine	grained	flint.
7–9 475825 178975 179050 – No	Finds
4 475800 178900 178925























































































































































































1 475325 179280 179300 1 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 31.00 50.00 11.00 0.62 14.43 Broad	flake	with	retouch	along	distal	and	LLM.
2	–	8 475325 179300 179432 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 475300 179200 179225 1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 32.00 24.00 9.00 1.33 10.85 Retouch	along	LLM	cutting	edge,	backed	RLM.
2 475300 179225 179250 – 	 No	Finds
3 475300 179250 179275 1 30.68 	 Previously	worked	burnt	flint.	Probable	scraper.
4 475300 179275 179300 – 	 No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Hafted	knife LN/EBA 49.00 41.00 21.00 1.19 28.18 • Hafted	knife.	Tang	distal/RLM	corner,	cutting	edge	LLM.	Retouch	all	margins.




1 • 2 1 •
Borer	&	
Denticulate
BA 51.00 68.00 23.00 0.75 101.68
Large,	thick	flake	with	crushed	platform	and	hinge	at	distal	end.	Broad	point	
distal/LLM	corner	with	retouch.	Points	along	RLM	with	retouch.
2 • 3 0 • Multi	tool LN/EBA 46.00 35.00 8.00 1.31 17.10 •
Notch	at	distal	end	with	possible	borer	distal/LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	
possible	scraper.	Point	at	distal	RLM	possible	piercer.
3 • 2 1 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 53.00 43.00 21.00 1.23 54.84 • Horseshoe	shaped	flake	with	steep	retouch	all	margins	(could	be	a	core?)	scraper	at	distal	end.
4 • 2 2 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 54.00 63.00 18.00 0.85 53.00 Scraper	at	distal	end,	also	invasive	retouch	along	part	LLM	?scraper.
2 82.97 Previously	worked	burnt	flint.
7	–	10 475300 179350 179430 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Notch Meso 32.00 19.00 6.00 1.68 4.00 • Blade	type	flake	with	central	ridge.	Small	Notch	mid	LLM.	Fine	retouch	RLM	&	LLM
2 • 3 0 • Notch Meso 1.45 Proximal	end	of	blade	flake,	Small	"notch"	with	retouch	mid	LLM.	Retouch	RLM
3 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 44.00 35.00 12.00 1.25 17.84 Point	at	distal/LLM	with	retouch	all	around.	Retouch	RLM	?cutting	edge.
1 4.65 	 	
1 • 3 0 •
Nose	+	
hollow	scraper
LN/EBA 31.00 41.00 7.00 0.75 13.11 Nose	scraper	LLm/Proximal	corner.	Hollow	scraper	LLM	&	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 47.00 47.00 14.00 1.00 30.31 Cutting	edge	LLM.	
3 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 46.00 46.00 21.00 1.00 44.26 Cutting	edge	at	distal.	Flake	from	core	turned	90°.	
4 • 2 1 • Cutting	tool LN/EBA 50.00 33.00 13.00 1.51 27.76 Cutting	edge	LLM.	
5 • LN/EBA 56.93 • Keeled	core.	9	flake	scars.	May	have	been	used	as	borer	as	pointed	base.
1 30.1 Previously	worked	burnt	flint.
1 • 3 0 • Awl Meso 0.41 Proximal	tip	of	blade	flake.	Small	point	LLM	with	retouch.
2 • 1 3 • Hafted	Knife LN/EBA 63.00 46.00 7.00 1.36 35.24 • Hafted	tool,	tang	at	distal	end.Cutting	edge	on	RLM.
	 1 29.92 	 Previously	worked	burnt	flint.
1 Borer BA 45.77 Expedient	tool	retouch	around	point.
1 97.54 Heated	flint	with	retouch.
5 150.74 • Previously	worked	burnt	flint.	1	piece	was	a	piercer/scraper.
5 475275 179325 179350 1 • 2 2 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 51.00 40.00 11.00 1.27 36.32 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.	
6 475275 179350 179375 2 63.75 Previously	worked	burnt	flint.
7	–	9 475275 179375 179441 –	 No	Finds
1 475250 179232 179250 1 • 104.68 Small	hammerstone
2	–4 475250 179250 179325 – No	Finds
5 475250 179325 179350 2 55.43 Previously	worked	burnt	flint.





























































6 475300 179325 179350










































































































































1 181530 181550 1 • 2 1 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 44.00 26.00 9.00 1.69 8.75 Cutting	edge	LLM.
2 181550 181575 	 No	Finds
3 181575 181600 1 • 1 3 • End	&	Side	scraper LN/EBA 38.00 38.00 10.00 1.00 27.16 • Semi	abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	and	on	RLM.
4 181600 181625 1 • 3 0 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 60.00 25.00 7.00 2.40 7.04 Blade	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM.
5	&	14-
15
181625 181725 – No	Finds
6 181530 181550 – No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 62.00 52.00 19.00 1.19 47.67 Retouch	all	margins,	Cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 41.00 36.00 9.00 1.13 10.47 Retouch	LLM	&	distal	e	nd,	plough	damage	RLM.
3 • 2 2 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 52.00 48.00 8.00 1.08 25.26 Cutting	edge	RLM.
8	–	11 181575 181675 – 	 No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 27.00 15.00 6.00 1.80 2.52 • Pointed	flake	with	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 42.00 28.00 8.00 1.50 12.71 Point	lower	LLM	with	retouch.	Retouch	distal	end
1 • 2 1 • Piercer E-Neo 44.00 38.00 11.00 1.15 24.61 Heavily	patinated	flake.	Point	made	mid	RLM.	Retouch	RLM	and	LLM.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 35.00 45.00 10.00 0.70 24.00 Point	+	retouch	LLM.
3 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 38.89 Large	notch	on	LLM.	Extensive	retouch	over	dorsal	side.
16-17 181540 181575 – 	 No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Deticulate	cutting LN/EBA 48.00 47.00 10.00 1.02 23.58 Denticulate	edge	distal	&	around	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
	 2 31.46 	 	
19-21 181600 181675 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Awl E-Neo 54.00 45.00 8.00 1.20 23.39 Small	point	mid	RLM,	retouch	around	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 49.00 25.00 7.00 1.96 12.00 Small	point	made	at	distal	end	on	LLM.	Retouch	along	RLM.
23 181700 181725 – No	Finds
24 181540 181560 No	Finds
– 181560 181650
25-27 181650 181725 – No	Finds
28 181545 181565 1 • 2 1 	 • – 13.43
– 181565 181650
29 181650 181675 – No	Finds
30 181675 181700 1 • 2 1 • Hollow	Scraper LN/EBA 59.00 44.00 10.00 1.34 32.93 Hollow	scraper	at	distal	end,	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.
31 181700 181725 – No	Finds
32 181750 181770 1 • 3 0 • Denticulate LN/EBA 9.88 Heat	affected	flint.	Retouch	LLM.
– 181570 181640
33 181640 181675 – No	Finds
34 181675 181700 1 • 3 0 • Piercer/scraper LN/EBA 45.00 56.00 10.00 0.80 32.53 Abrupt	retouch	distal	end.	Point	distal/LLM	corner.	Scraper	around	distal/RLM.
35 181700 181725 – 	 No	Finds
36 181540 181550 1 	 • LN/EBA 37.65 • Small	cube	core	with	14	flake	removals.
1 • 1 3 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 43.00 25.00 5.00 1.72 6.77 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 65.00 26.00 18.00 2.50 20.95











































































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Double	end	scraper LN/EBA 39.00 60.00 14.00 0.65 40.14 • Broad	oblong	flake	with	abrupt	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	
2 • 2 1 • Nose	Scraper LN/EBA 54.00 33.00 18.00 1.63 27.65 • Narrow	scraper	at	distal	end.
42 181550 181575 – No	Finds
43 181575 181600 1 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 22.89 Small	point	made	Proximal/RLM	corner.
44-48 181600 181725 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 55.00 53.00 13.00 1.03 47.31 Abrupt	retouch	LLM	and	around	distal	end
2 • 1 3 • Piercer LN/EBA 27.00 20.00 6.00 1.35 2.94 Point	at	distal	end
50 181575 181600 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 49.00 45.00 18.00 1.08 45.04 Cutting	edge	LLM.	Backed	distal	and	RLM.
2 • 2 2 • Hollow	Scraper LN/EBA 61.00 45.00 21.00 1.35 49.45 Hollow	scraper	RLM.
52 181625 181650 1 • 1 3 	 • LN/EBA 36.00 26.00 6.00 1.38 7.75
53-55 181650 181725 – 	 	 No	Finds
56-57 181565 181600
1 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 37.00 30.00 8.00 1.23 11.40 Cutting	edge	RLM.
2 • 2 2 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 19.65 Cutting	edge	LLM
3 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 21.00 22.00 6.00 0.95 3.65 Cutting	edge	LLM,	backed	RLM.
1 • 1 2 • Side	scraper LN/EBA 53.00 39.00 10.00 1.35 27.10 Abrupt	retouch	along	RLM	on	dorsal	only.	Probable	scraper.
2 • 3 0 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 34.00 31.00 10.00 1.09 12.48 Cutting	edge	LLM,	retouch	on	distal.	Part	patinated	flake.
3 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 30.00 24.00 7.00 1.25 5.09 Point	distal/RLM	with	retouch	down	RLM,	LLM	and	distal.	Patinated	flake
60 181650 181675 1 • 2 1 • End	&	Side	scraper LN/EBA 57.00 54.00 11.00 1.05 49.90 • Abrupt	retouch	Distal	and	LLM.	RLM	has	retouch	might	be	cutting	edge?	Patinated	flake.	
61 181675 181700 1 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 22.51 •
Cutting	edge	LLM.	Distal	end	broken,	retouch	along	break	for	holding.	RLM	has	
cortex.	Patinated
62 181700 181725 – 	 	 No	Finds
63-64 181575 181625 – 	 	 No	Finds
65 181625 181650 1 • 2 1 • Hollow	Scraper LN/EBA 51.00 43.00 10.00 1.18 34.14 Scraper	on	LLM	retouch	all	margins.
66 181650 181675 1 • 3 0 • Blade	tip LN/EBA 3.84 Distal	end	of	cutting	tool
67-68 181675 181722 – 	 	 No	Finds
69 181600 181625 – 	 	 No	Finds
70 181625 181650 1 • 2 1 • Core	tool	-	Borer • LN/EBA 56.00 36.00 19.00 1.55 43.84 "Flake"	from	core.	4	flake	scars	on	dorsal.	Borer	at	pointed	distal,	retouch	on	LLM.
71 181650 181675 1 • 2 1 • Borer	+	knife LN/EBA 58.00 34.00 22.00 1.70 40.92 Borer	proximal/LLM	corner	invasive	retouch	at	point.	Retouch	LLM,	?cutting	edge
72 181675 181700 – 	 	 No	Finds
73 181700 181720 1 • 2 1 • Piercer/scraper LN/EBA 57.00 36.00 8.00 1.58 22.34 Point	mid	RLM	and	LLM/proximal	corner.	Abruot	retouch	proximal.
74 181625 181650 1 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 51.00 31.00 9.00 1.64 16.64 	
75-77 181650 181715 – 	 	 No	Finds
78-79 181625 181675 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 2 • Discoidal	knife LN/EBA 50.00 55.00 22.00 0.90 74.15 • Discoidal	flake,	cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 39.00 27.00 12.00 1.44 18.55
3 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 2.04
81 181700 181710 1 • 2 2 	 • LN/EBA 32.00 32.00 12.00 1.00 19.44
82 181650 181675 1 • 2 2 • Piercer LN/EBA 16.00 22.00 4.00 0.72 1.97 Point	mid	RLM,	retouch	distal	&	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Hafted	cutting	tool LN/EBA 44.00 35.00 10.00 1.25 19.49 • Cutting	edge	LLM.	Shoulder	notches	for	haft	on	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Backed	Knife LN/EBA 65.00 44.00 18.00 1.47 40.84 Cutting	edge	on	LLM,	backed	distal	end.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 2.33











































































































































































































1 472825 472850 1 • 2 1 • Notch LN/EBA 44.00 41.00 10.00 1.07 25.17 Small	notch	made	upper	RLM,	Retouch	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper LN/EBA 37.00 35.00 8.00 1.05 14.30 Disc	shape	flake,	some	ploough	damage	to	LLM.	Semi	abrupt	retouch	RLM.
2 • 1 3 	 • LN/EBA 16.74
3 472875 472900 1 Core	tool	-	Borer • LN/EBA 143.28 Pointed	flint	with	flake	removals	from	many	directions.
1 • 3 0 • Awl	x	2	+	piercer LN/EBA 58.00 31.00 13.00 1.87 20.23 Pointed	flake,	small	points	RLM	&	LLM.	Retouch	along	RLM.
2 Core	tool	-	Borer BA 79.30 Expedient	tool	made	from	core.
5 427825 427850 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Hollow	Scraper LN/EBA 34.57 Retouch	+	concave	scraper	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
2 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 1.56 	
7 427875 427900 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 40.00 20.00 7.00 2.00 6.43 Retouch	along	RLM.	Heavy	patination
2 2 1 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 14.76 Cutting	edge	on	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 63.00 53.00 18.00 1.18 61.07 Retouch	along	RLM.	
2 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 29.00 25.00 9.00 1.16 11.22 Broad	point	distal/LLM	corner.	Retouch	LLM,	distal	&	RLM
3 	 • – 63.48 Worked	out	core.
10 427850 427875 – 	 	 No	Finds
11 427875 427900 1 • 1 3 • Simple	knife BA 40.00 37.00 15.00 1.08 23.28 Primary	flake	with	hinged	distal.	Cutting	edge	with	retouch	on	LLM
12 427900 427925 1 • 2 1 • Piercer/borer BA 50.00 37.00 8.00 1.35 15.78 Piercer/borer	distal	LLM.
1 • 1 3 	 • BA 46.49
2 • 2 1 • Simple	knife BA 42.00 35.00 17.00 1.20 20.97 Cutting	edge	on	RLM,	patinated.
3 • 2 1 • Simple	knife BA 9.00 Cutting	edge	LLM.
14-15 427950 473000 – 	 	 No	Finds
16 472825 472850 – 	 	 No	Finds
17 472850 478875 1 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 4.30 Proximal	end,	invasive	retouch	over	dorsal.
18 478875 478900 1 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 9.12 Retouch	along	LLM.
19 478900 478925 1 • 1 3 	 • BA 49.00 30.00 13.00 1.63 25.81
1 • 3 0 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 26.00 26.00 7.00 1.00 7.89 Square	flake,	cutting	edge	RLM.
2 • 1 3 • Side	Scraper LN/EBA 66.00 24.00 12.00 2.75 25.88 Abrupt	retouch	RLM.
21-22 478950 473000 – 	 	 No	Finds
23-24 472825 472875 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 31.00 25.00 6.00 1.24 5.35 Cutting	edge	LLM.
2 • 1 3 • Backed	knife – 81.60 Distal	end,	cutting	edge	LLM.
26-27 472900 472950 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 3 0 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 30.00 32.00 11.00 0.93 11.65 Serrated	edge	distal	&	RLM
2 	 Simple	knife – 23.69 	
29 472975 472300 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 	 • – 3.24
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 17.00 20.00 4.00 0.85 1.59 retouch	at	distal	end
3 • 3 0 • Notch LN/EBA 21.00 33.00 5.00 0.63 3.69 Notch	lower	RLM.	Possible	awl	on	distal.
4 • 1 3 	 • LN/EBA 27.00 26.00 6.00 1.03 4.00
1 • 2 1 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 36.00 30.00 7.00 1.20 9.07 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.






















































































































































































































1 • 2 1 • Notch BA 46.00 22.00 8.00 2.09 10.80 Notches	on	RLM	and	LLM
2 • 3 0 • End	Scraper LN/EBA 36.00 27.00 7.00 1.33 9.09 Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end.
3 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 5.83 Abrupt	retouch	up	to	break	at	distal	end
4 • 3 0 • Backed	knife BA 29.00 29.00 12.00 1.00 11.50 Cutting	edge	on	LLM.	Backed	RLM.
5 • 2 1 	 • BA 9.56
6 • 2 2 • Side	Scraper LN/EBA 76.00 74.00 22.00 1.00 180.42 Large	heavy	duty	scraper.	Semi	&	abrupt	retouch	on	LLM	and	RLM.
7 • 1 3 	 • – 60.00 45.00 16.00 1.33 64.91
33 472900 472925 1 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 11.07
34 472925 472950 1 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 36.00 25.00 6.00 1.44 5.17
1 • 1 3 • Hollow	Scraper LN/EBA 40.00 52.00 8.00 0.76 20.32 Hollow	scraper	made	lower	RLM
2 • 3 0 • Piercer/borer LN/EBA 34.00 36.00 14.00 0.94 21.41 Point	+	retouch	proximal/RLM	corner.
36 472975 473000 1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 52.00 33.00 7.00 1.57 14.10 Cutting	edge	RLM,	backed	LLM.
G 37-42 181575 472825 472975 – 	 	 No	Finds
43 472825 472850 1 • 2 1 	 • BA 3.84
1 • 1 3 • Piercer LN/EBA 55.00 38.00 11.00 1.44 20.54 Piercer	at	distal	end
2 • 3 0 • Undefined Palaeo 51.00 67.00 15.00 0.76 52.13 Old	Patinated	and	iron	stained	flake.	Retouch	and	points	on	many	sides.
3 	 Notch 	 notch	made	on	one	edge.
45 472875 472900 1 • 3 0 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 30.65 Retouch	on	LLM,	cutting	edge.
1 • 1 3 • Piercer BA 28.00 25.00 9.00 1.12 8.20 Point	with	retouch	at	distal	end.
2 • 3 0 • Notch BA 5.71 notch	made	on	one	edge,	with	invasive	retouch	on	opposite	margin.
3 	 Scraper BA 74.73 Abrupt	retouch	one	one	side
4 	 Awl – 77.28 Awl	made	on	one	edge
1 • 3 0 • Hollow	Scraper LN/EBA 37.00 40.00 6.00 0.92 8.00 Hollow	scraper	at	distal	end
2 • 2 1 • Hollow	Scraper BA 34.00 48.00 11.00 0.70 20.12 Retouch	LLM.
3 • 3 0 • Borer LN/EBA 42.00 38.00 14.00 1.10 19.79 Borer	made	on	LLM.	Backed	on	RLM.
48 472950 472970 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Serrated	edge LN/EBA 45.00 25.00 8.00 1.80 11.00 • Serrated	edge	along	RLM,	backed	at	distal	end.
2 • 1 3 • Piercer LN/EBA 37.00 27.00 10.00 1.30 6.61 Point	Distal/LLM.
3 	 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 8.31 Lower	LLM/proximal	corner	broken.	Retouch	RLM.
4 • 2 1 	 • – 9.61
5 • 2 1 	 • LN/EBA 32.42
1 • 2 1 • Piercer LN/EBA 24.00 23.00 6.00 1.04 3.84 • Retouch	along	LLM	&	distal.	Point	at	distal/LLM	corner.
2 • 2 2 • Piercer LN/EBA 56.00 40.00 12.00 1.40 31.50 • Point	at	distal	end,	fine	retouch	along	length	of	distal	forming	central	point.
3 • 1 3 • Side	Scraper LN/EBA 41.00 26.00 6.00 1.57 8.73 Scraper	on	RLM.
4 • 1 3 	 • LN/EBA 26.00 26.00 6.00 1.00 4.50
5 • 2 1 	 • – 7.18
6 • 1 3 	 • – 24.00 24.00 6.00 1.00 3.18
7 • 2 1 • Undefined – 2.08 Retouch	on	LLM.
8 	 Piercer/borer – 76.76
1 • 2 1 • Backed	knife LN/EBA 42.00 40.00 13.00 1.05 20.95 Cutting	edge	RLM.
2 • 3 0 • Undefined LN/EBA 23.00 20.00 4.00 1.15 2.43 Retouch	LLM	&	Distal	end.
3 • 1 3 • Hollow	Scraper LN/EBA 73.73 Hollow	scraper	lower	RLM.
4 • 2 1 	 • – 30.00 34.00 9.00 0.88 13.36










































































































































































































1 • 2 1 	 • – 25.00 22.00 6.00 1.13 3.14
2 • 2 1 • Undefined LN/EBA 47.00 35.00 5.00 1.34 12.94
3 	 Borer – 45.96 Pointed	nodule	with	retouch.
4 	 Hollow	Scraper – Potlid	with	concave	edge.
1 • 2 1 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 51.00 36.00 8.00 1.41 17.29 Retouch	along	RLM.
2 • 2 1 • Awl LN/EBA 18.00 28.00 8.00 0.64 4.36
3 	 Scraper – 90.30 Abrupt	retouch	along	one	edge
4 	 Borer – 100.00 Pointed	flint
1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 36.00 26.00 4.00 1.38 4.84 heavy	patination,	Point	mid	LLM.
2 	 Scraper – 82.63 Abrupt	retouch	along	one	edge.
	 1 24.26 	
55 472800 472825 1 	 Piercer BA 45.83 Rough	flint	with	retouch	on	point.
1 • 3 0 • Awl LN/EBA 47.00 28.00 7.00 1.67 12.20 Awl	made	lower	LLM.
2 • 1 3 • Simple	knife BA 45.00 23.00 11.00 1.95 13.11 RLM	cutting	edge.
1 • 2 1 • End	Scraper BA 64.00 55.00 15.00 1.16 66.35 Rough	flake,	retouch	RLM	and	at	distal	end.
2 • 2 1 • Simple	knife BA 50.00 35.00 13.00 1.42 22.93 Curved	LLM	with	retouch.
3 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 28.00 38.00 8.00 0.73 12.53 Point	distal/RLM	corner.	Backed	LLM.
4 • 2 1 • Simple	knife BA 1.42 RLM	cutting	edge.
1 • 2 2 • Multi	tool BA 44.00 30.00 8.00 1.46 10.94 Hollow	scraper	LLM,	piercer	RLM/distal	corner.
2 • 2 1 • Denticulate	-	Awls LN/EBA 40.00 38.00 12.00 1.05 18.17 • Points	along	RLM.	Slight	patination.
3 • 1 3 	 • – 24.87 	
4 • 1 2 • Undefined BA 37.00 19.00 10.00 1.94 6.06 	
5 • 2 2 • Undefined BA 42.00 47.00 14.00 0.89 25.21 Retouch	part	RLM	&	LLM.	Possible	cutting	edge	and	or	awl.
6 • 2 1 • Notch BA 5.42 	
59 472900 472925 1 	 Simple	knife LN/EBA 32.83 Retouch	on	all	margins.	Patinated	flake.
60 472925 472950 – 	 	 No	Finds
61 472850 472875 1 • 3 0 • Piercer LN/EBA 29.00 18.00 6.00 1.61 3.00 Pointed	flake.
62 472875 472900 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Denticulate	+	piercer LN/EBA 34.00 42.00 8.00 0.80 13.37 • Denticulate	edge	RLM	side	of	distal	end	with	piercer	ar	RLM	corner.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Simple	knife LN/EBA 5.90 Distal	end	of	flake	with	retouch.
64 472925 472950 – 	 	 No	Finds
1 • 2 1 • Piercer BA 14.10 Broken	flake	with	retouch	-	piercer	LLM	at	break.
2 	 Piercer BA 57.38 Pointed	flint
3 	 Scraper – 111.53 Abrupt	retouch	on	end.
66 472900 472925 – No	Finds










































































































































































































1 184125 472625 472600 1 Piercer EBA 17.61 • 	Pointed	flint	with	broken	tip	and	retouch	along	edge	to	facilitate	holding.
1 • 3 0 • Awl EBA 38 37 8 1.02 17.37 • ? 	Tertiary	flake	with	retouch	&	points	in	centre	of	3	edges	(RLM,	LLM	&	distal)
2 Side	Scraper 128.00 • 	Scraper	with	retouch	on	2	sides
1 • 2 2 • Awl EBA 39 34 9 1.14 13.23 • 	Dark	flint,	small	point	RLM/Proximal	corner.	Retouch	distal	to	facilitate	holding.
2 • 2 1 • Undefined EBA – 58 12 42.42 • 	Large	flake,	diagonal	break	(plough)	retouch	along	RLM
1 Cutting	tool 94.00 • 	Large	natural	flake	with	retouch	along	one	edge	to	sharpen	it
2 • 2 2 • Multi EBA 37 45 16 0.82 22.57 • 	Thining	flake?	Retouched	RLM,	LLM	&	distal,	notch	LLM	scraper	distal,	cutting	RLM
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge EBA 36 36 8 1 13.54 • 	Hinge	at	distal	end.	Retouch/use	wear	on	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • Cutting	edge EBA 33 21 5 1.57 4.51 • 	Tertiary	flake	with	retouch	on	RLM,	LLM	&	distal.	?notch	LLM
2 184075 472575 427550 1 • 2 1 • End	Scraper EBA 50 38 7 1.31 16.09 • 	Scraper	+	retouch	at	distal	end,	retouch	on	LLM
3 184075 472600 472575 1 • 2 1 • Borer EBA 50 50 11 1 27.54 • 	Square	flake,	retouch	+	broad	point	distal/RLM	corner.	Retouch	LLM	for	holding.
4 184075 472625 427600 –
1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edges EBA 49 34 10 1.44 15.65 • ? 	Backed	RLM	cutting	edges	LLM	&	distal	plus	retouch/usewear
2 • 1 3 • BA 68 44 29 1.54 82.15 • 	Thick	primary	flake
1 • 2 3 • Cutting	edge BA 28 26 8 1.07 6.47 • 	Retouch	distal	end,	cutting	edge
2 • 2 2 • BA 34 26 7 1.3 7.44 • 	Hinge	at	distal	end
1 184050 472500 472525 1 • 2 3 • Nose	scraper EBA 43 29 10 1.48 11.10 • 	Pointed	flake,	retouch	at	narrow	distal	–	end	nose	scraper.	Backed	RLM	&	LLM.
1 • 1 2 • Cutting	edge BA 48 32 17 1.5 21.90 • 	Hinge	at	distal	end	+	invasive	retouch	on	dorsal	forming	cutting	edge.
2 • 2 3 • BA – 50 8 28.60 • 	Distal	end
3 Scraper BA 135.00 • 	Large	natural	flake	scraper	with	concave	retouch	on	opposite	sides
4 • 2 1 • End	Scraper EBA 54 30 8 1.8 15.76 • 	Scraper	+	abrupt	retouch	at	distal.	Backed	at	proximal,	RLM	&	LLM
5 • 2 2 • Cutting	edge EBA 45 50 13 0.9 32.22 • 	Disc	type	flake,	cutting	edge	at	distal	end.	Semi-abrupt	retouch	LLM.
6 • 3 0 • Piercer EBA 26 25 5 1.04 3.51 • 	Piercer	at	LLM/Proximal	corner	+	retouch.	Backed	notch	RLM.
7 • 3 0 • Piercer EBA 36 30 8 1.2 9.05 • 	Piercer	on	RLM	+	retouch	around	3mm	point.	Retouch/backed	at	distal	end.
8 • 3 0 • End	Scraper EBA – 35 1.14 15.51 • 	Plough	struck,	scraper	at	distal	end.	Invasive	retouch	at	proximal.
1 • 3 0 • Awl EBA 35 38 4 0.92 6.81 • 	Awl	point	made	on	LLM	at	distal	end	with	retouch	around.	Retouch	RLM.
2 • 2 1 •
Oblique	
Arrowhead




3 • 2 1 • Side	Scraper BA 68 37 18 1.83 39.44 • 	Retouch	on	RLM	&	LLM	also	over	dorsal	ridge.	Side	scraper	LLM.
4 Borer BA 46.51 • 	Natural	3-sided	flint	with	retouch	all	sides	and	around	pointed	end.
5 • 1 3 • Side	Scraper BA 32 50 16 0.64 34.49 • 	Scraper	+	retouch	on	LLM.
6 • 2 1 • Notch BA 57 41 18 1.39 41.10 • 	Notch	+	retouch	on	RLM.	Retouch	distal	end	+	part	LLM


















































































































































































































1 Borer BA 67.03 • 	Natural	flake	with	retouched	point	and	edges
2 • 3 0 • Side	Scraper EBA 29 46 8 0.63 13.76 • 	Broad	flake	with	retouch	distal	&	LLM.	Abrupt	retouch	RLM	scraper
3 • 2 1 • Multi EBA 42 32 11 1.31 15.21 • 	Retouch	at	distal	end.	Retouch	+	notch	RLM	below	damaged	point.
5 184050 472600 476225 1 • 3 0 • Backed	Knife EBA 30 46 9 0.65 16.04 • 	Cutting	edge	along	distal	end.	Backed	by	abrupt	retouch	LLM.
1 184025 472450 472475 –
2 184025 472475 472500 1 • 2 1 • Nose	Scraper EBA 70 40 11 1.75 50.87 • Retouch	at	distal	forming	nose	scraper,	part	retouch	on	RLM,	cortex	on	LLM	only
1 • 1 2 • Undefined BA 54 43 11 1.25 30.76 • 	Distal	end	has	been	retouched	to	point	possible	cutting	edge	on	RLM
2 Side	Scraper EBA 57.62 • Large	natural	flake	with	semi	abrupt	retouch	along	one	edge	forming	scraper
3 • 2 1 • Notch EBA 42 34 4 1.23 10.26 • 	Retouch	on	all	edges.	Notch	on	LM.
4 • 3 0 • EBA 52 24 7 2.16 11.94 • 	Blade	type	flake,	large	rippples	and	hinge	on	ventral	side
5 End	Scraper BA 87.15 • 	Large	broad	pointed	flint	with	abrupt	retouch	forming	short	scraper
4 184025 472525 472550 1 • 2 1 • Undefined EBA 33 50 9 0.66 25.52 • 	Thick	disc	flake	with	retouch	along	RLM,	part	distal	and	LLM	
1 • 3 0 • Multi EBA 41 34 6 1.2 11.36 • ? 	Denticulate	edge	at	distal.	Notch	RLM.	Backed	LLM.
2 • 3 0 • End	&	Side	Scraper EBA 43 61 14 0.7 39.51 • 	Triangular	flake.	Retouch	RLM,	Distal	and	LLM.	Scraper	RLM	&	Distal	end.
6 184025 472575 472600 1 • EBA 69.64 • 	Worked	out	core,	possible	borer	core	tool.
1 Concave	Scraper BA 138.29 • 	Triangular	flint	retouch	on	all	edges,	concave	scraper	on	one	side.
2 • 1 3 • Undefined BA 42 35 12 1.2 26.08 • 	Possible	damaged	denticulate	edge	on	LLM	
10 184025 472675 472700 1 • 2 1 • Borer EBA 47 36 8 1.3 15.86 • 	Borer	at	LLM/distal	corner	+	retouch	alound.	Part	retouch	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • EBA 54 41 6 1.31 17.07 • 	Secondary	flake
2 • 2 1 • Piercer EBA 33 25 7 1.32 5.13 • 	Retouch	on	LLM	with	point	at	distal	corner.
1 • 3 0 • EBA 21 21 4 1 2.00 • 	
2 • 3 0 • Undefined EBA 32 21 5 1.52 3.00 •
	Small	points	on	RLM	&	distal/LLM	with	retouch.	Retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	
	Parallel	dorsal	flake	scars
3 • 1 3 • EBA 57 45 10 1.26 24.91 •
5 184000 472525 472550 1 • 2 1 • EBA 24 21 5 1.14 3.48 • Straight,	central	dorsal	scar	proximal	to	distal	ends
1 183975 472425 472450 1 Chopper BA 37.37 • 	Black	pebble	flint.	Invasive	retouch	on	side	for	holding.	24mm	chopping	edge.
2 183975 472450 472475 1 • 1 2 • Side	scraper EBA 63 28 8 2.25 18.49 • 	Abrupt	retouch	along	LLM	forming	scraper.	Part	retouch	on	RLM.
1 • 2 1 • Multi EBA 50 38 11 1.31 23.14 • 	Point	at	distal/RLM	corner	+	retouch	around	and	down	RLM.	Cutting	edge	RLM
2 • 1 3 • Cutting	edge	 EBA 56 53 12 1.05 49.61 • 	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal.	Sharp	RLM	cutting	edge	+	sharpening	retouch
3 • 2 1 • Piercer EBA 23 23 5 1 3.17 • 	Retouch	LLM	&	distal.	Cortical	point	distal/RLM.	Posible	break	on	RLM.
9 183975 472625 472650 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	edges EBA 38 54 14 0.7 27.19 • 	Wedge	shape	flake	with	distal	?cutting	edge	+	retouch.	2nd	cutting	edge	LLM.












































3 184025 472500 472525
4 184050 472575 47600


























































































































































3 183950 472475 472500 1 • 3 0 • Cutting	Edge EBA – 22 3 4.26 • ? 	Snapped	blade	flake.	Fine	retouch	LLM	cutting	edge.	Distal	end	missing.
6 183950 472550 472575 1 • 2 2 • Cutting	Edge EBA 37 31 7 1.19 10.77 • 	Abrupt	retouch	at	distal	end	scraper.	Retouch	along	LLM.
7 183950 472575 472600 1 • 3 0 • Undefined EBA 46 28 6 1.64 10.4 • Invasive	retouch	at	provimal	end	on	ventral	side.	Retouch	along	all	edges.
5 183900 472550 472575 1 • 2 1 • Nose	Scraper EBA 45 26 6 1.73 8.52 • 	Part	retouch	RLM	&	LLM.	Retouch	at	distal	end	scraper.
8 183900 472725 472750 1 • 1 2 • Undefined EBA 50 50 11 1 35.55 • 	Retouch	on	all	edges.	Possible	scraper	RLM	or	cutting	edge	LLM/distal	end.
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